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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
A. The Problem of the Dissertation 
The problem of this dissertation is to survey interpretively Vincent Taylor's 
writings concerning the New Testament and, from that survey, to arrive at an 
assessment of his rna jor contributions to New Testament studies. 
Although Dr. Taylor was seventy-six years old the first of January, and 
even though he has been writing articles and books since shortly after the First 
World War, it is too soon to determine precisely what has been his most 
significant contribution or what will have a lasting effect upon New Testament 
studies. Therefore, although this dissertation consists of a survey of all of his 
published works in order to determine his significant contributions to the contem-
porary New Testament scene, no judgment wi II be hazarded regarding Taylor's 
enduring contribution, since such a conclusion would be premature. However, 
the time is appropriate for a study which draws together the basic emphases of 
his creative efforts, relates his conclusions to the contemporary New Testament 
scene, and marks the beginnings of an assessment of his rna jor contributions. 
2 
The value of such a study is that it provides the necessary 11halfway houserr between 
the voluminous literary efforts of this individual scholar and a definitive appraisal 
of his enduring contribution, which can be only finalized a generation later. 
Hence, the critical subject areas on which he writes, his utilization of new tools 
of biblical methodology, and the esteem in which he is held by other New Testa-
ment scholars combine to confirm the appropriateness of a study of Vincent Taylor•s 
views concerning the New Testament. 
Somehow out of the 11embarrassment of riches 11 pouring continuously off the 
printing presses, there must be efforts to draw together the works of significant 
scholars within the New Testament field. Perhaps, from such interpretive 
surveys and tentative appraisals may emerge working conclusions and assessments 
of progress vital to this energetic discipline. Therefore, this dissertation is 
intended as a contribution a long these lines. As a pioneering effort, it undertakes 
the first steps toward setting Vincent Taylor•s New Testament labors, as an entity 
of considerable magnitude, within the context of possible major contributions 
to this area of study in 1963. 
B. Definitions 
The individual sections within this study wi II define such terms as 
Proto-Luke, Q, form-criticism, and the 11new quest. 11 Here the only definition 
required involves a basic concept which will strongly affect the methodology of 
this study and the assessment of Taylor•s contributions. 
In Chapterlll the term 11formative conclusions11 will be utilized. It 
connotes those basic conclusions which have arisen out of Taylor's years of 
3 
study (and, as such, are not presuppositions per::> but which are so integral to 
the task of New Testament hermeneutics that they, consequently, affect, or even 
determine, subsequent conclusions. It is the contention of this dissertation that 
Taylor's particular complex of interrelated formative conclusions reveals one facet 
of his distinctive style of interpreting the New Testament. 
C. Limitations 
The primary materials for this study will be the published writings of 
Vincent Taylor. However, since each of his areas of emphasis involves extensive 
literature, only those writings of other scholars necessary to an adequate 
presentation of Taylor's distinctive emphases will be brought into this study. 
For example, regarding form-criticism, although it will be necessary to consider 
Taylor's views over against such standard works as those of Bultmann, Dibelius, 
K. L. Schmidt, Fascher, Easton, and Redlich, it will be outside the scope of this 
study to compare Taylor's views on such a topic with those of every other writer. 
Since the purpose of this dissertation is a survey and an assessment of a wide range 
of topics, comprehensive but not exhaustive treatment is required within each 
subject area. 
4 
D. Previous Research in the Field 
After extensive research covering monographs and dissertations which 
might overlap, the result has been negative. Further, since five of Taylor•s 
important works have been published since 1953, anything similar to this 
dissertation before that time (which appears to be non-existent) would be out 
of date. 
The only known dissertation which deals exclusively with Taylor•s thought 
is that of the Roman Catholic writer, S. Rayan, 11 0r. V. Taylor•s Sacrificial 
Theory of the Atonement, 11 written in 1959 at Pontifica Universitas Gregoriana, 
the Vatican seminary in Rome. This, however, covers Soteriology only, so it 
wi II not overlap with the purpose of the present dissertation. 
Correspondence has been initiated with Dr. Taylor. After an initial 
reticence to encourage this undertaking, 1 subsequently Dr. Taylor responded 
in a most cordial manner and expressed both his permission for and his apprecia-
tion of this type of study. 2 
1 My first letter to Dr. Taylor, September 25, 1962, went unanswered. 
However, to my second letter to him, December 18, 1962, he did respond. The 
gist of his personal letter to me, December 27, 1962, was that he preferred that 
I not write on his major contributions to New Testament studies. 
2 In a personal letter, January 12, 1963, addressed to Prof. D. T. 
Rowlingson, Dr. Taylor, after having been more fully informed concerning the 
precise nature of this study, expressed his appreciation of the project and his 
willingness that I should proceed with the writing of this dissertation. And, in 
a characteristic manner, Dr. Taylor graciously concluded:- 11 1 wish Mr. Rasmussen 
every success in his task. 11 
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E. The Method of the Dissertation 
The method of this study has been almost entirely that of library research. 
All of Taylor•s published writings are available. 
This study involves three major stages. First, the basic presuppositions 
and formative conclusions of Taylor•s biblical methodology are summarized. 
Second, all his books and articles are surveyed to determine the areas of most 
evident contribution to New Testament studies. Third, five areas of emphasis--
source criticism, form-criticism, Soteriology, life of Jesus research, and 
Christology--are isolated for fuller treatment and examination against the 
background of contemporary New Testament studies. From this three-stage 
investigation issues an assessment of Vincent Taylor•s possible major contributions 
to New Testament studies. 
CHAPTER II 
A SKETCH OF TAYLOR'S PROFESSIONAL CAREER 
A. His Background 
Seventy-six years ago, specifically January 1, 1887, Vincent Taylor was 
born. His parents, Benjamin and Ntargaret Emmett Taylor, seem to have produced 
a family environment conducive to both religious and scholarly interests. 
It appears that Vincent Taylor displayed during his formative years a 
lively interest in theologica I matters. Looking back recently, 1 Taylor felt that 
the books which meant the most to him during-that period were rttheological 
and expository. u However, this type of study followed upon an earlier stream of 
influences. Taylor noted that Browning's Ring and the Book and The Old Yellow 
Book were favorites of his along with Virgil's Aeneid and Cicero's De Senectute. 
However, the boy who later cited James Denney's book, The Death of Christ, 
as his first milestone, read as it was at the age of seventeen,2 decided early 
and decisively upon his life's vocation. It would be within the context of the 
Christian ministry. 
1Vincent Taylor, 11Milestones in Books, 11 ET, 70 (1958-59}, 231. 
21bid. 
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B. His Education 
Taylor•s earliest formal education was at Accrington Grammar School. 
A decisive stage of his life was his acceptance into the Christian ministry, 
more specifically, into the Wesleyan Methodist ministry in 1906. At this time 
he undertook the beginnings of his explicitly theological training in the Divinity 
School of the University of London, Richmond College, Surrey. In 1909 he officially 
entered the Methodist ministry, and in 1911 he received his B. D. degree from the 
University of London. 
The next formal degree accruing to him was a Ph. D., also from the 
University of London. This degree came partially as the result of the publication 
of Taylor•s first book, The Historical Evidence for the Virgin Birth, 1 although 
the degree was not awarded unti I 1922. 
Taylor 1s next degree, although somewhat out of normal sequence, was the 
B. D. Honours degree from the University of London in 1924. This particular 
degree involved first class honours in the Greek New Testament and the Apocrypha. 
C. His Ministry 
1 • Pastorates 
From 1909 onward Taylor has been actively engaged within the Christian 
ministry. However, during the early part of his ministry, he was completing his 
theological training at the University of London. Shortly after receiving his B. D. 
1 Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1920. 
8 
degree and while serving in the pastoral ministry, Vincent Taylor married Miss 
Elizabeth Alice Harrison in 1914. 
Part of the proved ability that Vincent Taylor has displayed in communicat-
ing his own perception of God 1s Good News in Jesus Christ may be traced to a 
combination of both pastoral and scholarly interests. Prior to his teaching 
career, he served as Pastor successively at .Mansfield, Carmarthen, Bath, Kleighley, 
and Aberdeen. However, the division between his pastoral and scholarly careers 
cannot be strictly drawn, since, for example, it was during his time at Bath that 
his book on the Virgin Birth appeared, and while at Kleighley that Behind the 
Third Gospel was published. 1 
2. Academic Appointments 
In 1930 Dr. Taylor was appointed Tutor in New Testament studies at 
Wesley College, Headingley, Leeds. In 1936 he was appointed Principal of 
Wesley College. In conjunction with being Principal, Taylor also held the 
Ferens Professor of New Testament Language and Literature Chair. Both of these 
responsibilities, Principal and Professor, Dr. Taylor carried out creatively for 
2 
almost three decades until his retirement in 1953. 
1 Behind the Third Gospel: A Study of the Proto-Luke Hypothesis (Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 1926). The appearance of this book was also the occasion 
of Taylor•s honorary D. D. degree from the University of London in 1926. 
2There was one break in that 1930-53 teaching span. During the war years, 
1943-46, Wesley College was taken over by the Admiralty, and Dr. Taylor was for 
that period minister at the Drive Church in St. Annes, where now in retirement he 
resides. Cf. Dr. Taylor•s letter to Prof. D. T. Rowlingson, January 12, 1963. 
During those years at Headingley, Taylor had other academic duties. 
From 1931 to 1934 he was Examiner of Biblical Languages at the University of 
London. During 1937-42 he was Examiner of New Testament Greek at the 
University of Wales. Back at the University of London again in 1942-43, he 
was Examiner in Theology, and between 1948-53 he was Associate Lecturer in 
New Testament Greek at the University of Leeds. 
D. Honors Accruing to Him 
1. Lectureships 
During the Spring term of 1932 Taylor delivered a series of lectures at 
the University of Leeds. This series dealt with form-criticism and appeared soon 
after as The Formation of the Gospel Tradition. 1 
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At University College, Bangor, Wales in 1936, Taylor delivered a portion 
of the material that later appeared in book form as Jesus and His Sacrifice. 2 
The Fernley-Hartley Lecturer for 1940 was Principal Taylor. His topic 
was once again Soteriology, and those lectures appeared that same year as The 
Atonement in New Testament Teaching. 3 
Taylor•s most significant series of lectures was the Speaker•s Lectures 
delivered at Oxford. The First Series was presented in 1951-52 and appeared 
1 London: Macmillan & Co. , Ltd. 1 1933. 
2 London: .Macmillan & Co. , Ltd. 1 1937. 
3 London: The Epworth Press, 1940. 
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in 1953 as The Names of Jesus. 1 His Second Series was delivered in 1952-53 
2 
and appeared in "an enlarged version 11 in 1954 as The Life and Ministry of Jesus. 
Then in 1958 The Person of Christ in New Testament Teaching was published as 
the Third Series. 3 Actually, this last book was regarded by Taylor as the goal to 
which the First and Second Series were necessary bui !ding-blocks. Consequently, 
the whole Series was entitled "The Person of Christ in New Testament Teaching" 
and was delivered at the rate of six per year during the years 1951-56. 4 
In 1955-56 Taylor summarized the gist of the arguments of an earlier 
trilogy on the Atonement by delivering eight public lectures at Drew University, 
.Madison, New Jersey. These were published in 1956 under the title The Cross 
of Christ. 
5 
2. Degrees 
Honorary degrees were awarded to Professor Taylor in recognition of his 
many contributions to New Testament studies. He received a D. D. from each 
of the following universities: London, Leeds, Dublin, and Glasgow. 
1 London: .Macmillan & Co. , Ltd. 1 1953. 
2 London: .Macmillan & Co. , Ltd. 1 1954. Cf. p. v. 
3London: .Macmillan & Co. , Ltd. 1 1958. 
4The specifics on this lectureship, which ran concurrently with his teaching 
responsibility at Wesley College, were supplied in response to my queries via 
Dr. Taylor•s letter to Prof. D. T. Rowlingson, January 12, 1963. -
5London: .Macmillan & Co., Ltd., 1956. 
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3. Other Honors 
Dr. Taylor was Select Preacher at Cambridge for 1945-46. He was also 
a member of the Board of Arts at the University of leeds during 1950-53. 
Succeeding Professor Rudolf Bultmann, Dr. Taylor became President of 
the Studiorum Nevi Testamenti Societas for 1954-55. Although prevented by 
illness from delivering his inaugural address, 11The Origin of the fv4.arkan Passion-
Sayings, n 1 it was delivered for him by Bultmann, whose position was decisively 
rejected in Taylor's paper. 
Although several other types of honors could be mentioned, it will be 
sufficient to conclude that Taylor, who has been justly called none of the most 
eminent New Testament scholars of our day, u2 was made a Fellow of the British 
Academy in 1954, from which he received the Burkitt Medal for Biblical Studies 
in 1960. 
E. His Activities since Retirement 
Some of Dr. Taylor's most significant scholarly works have been published 
since his retirement from Wesley College in 1953. Among these are Parts rr and 
[([ of the Speaker's lectures, his commentary on Romans, The Cross of Christ, The 
Text of the New Testament, 3 and numerous articles. 
1New Testament Studies, 1 (1954-55), 159-167. 
2Greville P. lewis in the rrGeneral [ntroduction 11 to Taylor's, The Epistle 
to the Romans (London: The Epworth Press, 1955), p. 5. 
3London: fv4.acmillan & Co., Ltd., 1961. 
Retirement, by Taylor's definition, seems highly productive. Currently, 
he is sti II active in the area of his life's concern and to which he himself has 
made so many rich contributions--New Testament studies. 1 
lThe biographical data for this chapter is a composite drawn from many 
sources but mainly from Who's Who 1962 (London: Adam and Charles Black, 
1962), p. 3006. Another good source is an editorial footnote in Thomas S. 
Kepler (ed.), Contemporary Thinking about Jesus (New York: Abingdon-
Cokesbury, 1944), p. 425. Of lesser helpfulness were two other editorial 
notes in New Testament Abstracts, 4 (1959-60), 92,and in The Expository 
Times, 70 (1958-59), 231. 
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CHAPTER Ill 
TAYLOR•s BIBLICAL METHODOLOGY 
The purpose of this chapter is to characterize the biblical methodology of 
Vincent Taylor. The objective at this point is to set a broad context for under-
standing Taylor•s distinctive treatment of the biblical material and, consequently, 
to gain some insight into the particular perspective from which he treats individual 
New Testament problems. 
Within this chapter three sections of varying concreteness wi II be handled. 
First, some consideration wi II be given to Taylor•s important presuppositions 
governing the concepts of revelation, Scripture, and the goal of New Testament 
study. Next, a more extended treatment will be accorded to certain basic con-
clusions of his, which, although they partake of certain of the same 11stuff 11 as 
pure presuppositions, nevertheless, represent considered judgments in areas where 
the boundary between premise and assured results of criticism is too hazy to be 
defined precisely. Finally, a brief summary will be presented concerning Taylor•s 
11tools 11 of biblical methodology. 
Perhaps the very venturesomeness of Taylor•s attitude is a valid introduc-
tion to his biblical methodology. Certainly it can be said of him that he has been 
wi I ling to learn from even the most unlikely teachers. A constant theme in his 
writings is the positive advances one is able to arrive at through learning from 
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scholars 11who do not convince us.) This is .closely related to his claim that 
it is through the mistakes of the past that progress is made. 2 Accordingly, he 
has gone on record as favoring freedom from being tied down to opinions 
previously expressed; otherwise no progress can be made. 3 However, for the 
purposes of this study·, Taylor's biblical methodology will have to be judged 
according to his extant published writings. Moreover, on the whole, Taylor has 
been remarkably stable in his critical opinions over the years. 
A. Presuppositions 
Taylor has been less concerned to explain the basis of his presuppositions 
and to validate the manner of his biblical methodology than to enter the stream 
of ongoing New Testament study with constructive suggestions and well-reasoned 
conclusions. This accounts somewhat for the paucity of discussion concerning 
proper biblical presuppositions. However, enough has been written to demon-
strate the main direction of his thought. 
Before plunging into specific presuppositions, one consideration of a 
more ubiquitous nature should be introduced. This concerns Taylor's criteria for 
religious certainty. Phrased otherwise, this involves an attitude toward God, 
1 Vincent Taylor, The Cross of Christ (London: Macmillan & Co. , Ltd. , 
1956), p. 12. Hereafter this book will be cited by the initials CC. 
2Vincent Taylor, The Historical Evidence for the Virgin Birth (Oxford: 
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Clarendon Press, 1920), p. iv. Hereafter this bOok will be cited by the initials 
HEVB. Cf. also Vincent Taylor, The Person of Christ in New Testament Teaching 
(London: /vklcmillan & Co., Ltd., 1958), p. 278. Hereafter this bOok will be 
cited by the initials PCNTT. Further, see Vincent Taylor, "lvklrk's Use of Gospel 
Tradition," Studiorum Novi Testamenti Societas Bulletin, 3 (1952), 37. 
3
"Some Outstanding New Testament Problems: Epilogue, 11 ET, 47 (1935-
36) 1 73. 
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man, and life as to what constitutes certitude to the questing of a religious person. 
If, for example, while reading Taylor's writings on source criticism, 
one were to come across the oddly sounding phrase that a certain conclusion is 
"morally certain, u one would have legitimate grounds for asking: How can a 
literary question concerning inert Greek phrases be considered at a II in the mora I 
realm? In reality, what Taylor means by this curious phrase in such unlikely 
circumstances is that the results or conclusions arrived at are sufficient for the 
proper kind of religious certainty. 
For Taylor, three kinds of religious certainty exist. There is that kind 
of certainty based upon an infallible Bible or Church, which Taylor contends 
that God has not given to us. 1 Again, there is that kind of certainty {if it can 
be called that at all) which admits the possibility or even the probability that 
the great Christian affirmations are true, but does not build upon them. 2 This 
also Taylor rejects as inadequate. Finally, Taylor expresses the kind of certainty 
which he believes to be consistent with a worthy theology. He calls it 11Moral 
Certainty" or 11certitude. 11 According to his foundationa I apprehension of this 
kind of religious certainty, it does not exclude mystery; it may even involve 
perplexity, and it requires of a person both 11faith and ventures of the human 
spirit. ,.J Fundamentally, such certitude meets the criterion of adequacy for 
the religious man. For, although it is not absolute, it is "sufficient to live 
by and to build upon •• .4 
111Religious Certainty, 11 ET, 72 (1960-61), 52. 
2Jbid. I P• 15. 31bid. 41bid. 1 P• 16. 
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This kind of certainty appears to have been the standard for his conclusions 
in biblical studies. Perhaps this explains, to some degree, that particular set 
of mental and religious criteria belonging to Vincent Taylor, which lie behind 
even his presuppositions per~· In any case, this understanding of what consti-
tutes certitude to Taylor is vitally important for understanding his biblical meth-
odology and conclusions, and it forms a fitting introduction to his most important 
presuppositions. 
1. The Relationship of God and History 
That God Himself has a positive and active relationship to men and their 
history cannot be scientifically proved, but it is a fundamental belief of the 
Christian faith which is shared completely by Vincent Taylor. Such a belief 
in God's self-revelation in act and deed is far removed from another presupposi-
tion (equally unprovable), thatofan "absentee God. 11 However, no doubt 
attaches to which position Taylor embraces: it is God who creates, sustains, 
loves, and reveals. 
Naturally, the age-old question arises: How? The question, therefore, 
about the relationship of God and history arises concerning how the nexus is 
made between the two, i. e., it involves Taylor's concept of revelation. 
His presupposition begins with an affirmation of God as One who acts. 
For example, in such events as the Exodus and the return from the Babylonian 
exile, Taylor professes to see the presence of God in history, although he admits 
that this way of thinking rccannot be demonstrated so that we are compelled to 
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accept it as historical fact ... l He goes on to say: 110ur recognition of it depends 
on whether we believe in God and on how we conceive His activity. n2 
Consequently, Taylor begins by asserting the revelation of God in act 
and deed. Here he cites with basic approval the views of John Baillie and William 
Temple3 and their emphasis upon the "factual character of Revelation, 114 that is, 
upon God 1s revelation of Himself in deed and event. Such a position is both true 
and helpful, since 11 it is from this standpoint that we interpret best the fact of 
Christ, His life, death, and resurrection. u5 Thus, as he moves to broaden this 
concept of revelation, Taylor endorses all that this position would seem to imply, 
yet he leaves the door open to another element by remarking that flthe strength 
of this conception is on its positive side. u6 
This 11yes, but 11 approval by Taylor of that way of thinking about revelo-
tion in act but not in proposition, comes into view here. To begin with, he 
dissents with the view that God has not, or should not, reveal Himself in proposi-
tions. To the contrary, he concludes: 110n ~priori grounds there is no compel-
ling reason why Revelation should be found in •mighty acts• of God, but not in 
lee 7 21b •• d. I P• • 
3John Baillie, The Idea of Revelation in Recent Thought {London: Oxford 
University Press, 1956), with whose views Taylor agrees more closely than with 
William Temple, Nature, Man and God (New York: Macmillan and Co., 1934). 
4PcNTT, p. 246. 5cc, p. 7. 
6pcNTT, p. 246. 
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words. Indeed, words can be a better medium of communication than events which 
need to be explained. n1 Further, since he doubts that "revelation in act and 
not in proposition" can be justified, 2 he connects his view to the Scriptures and 
reasons: 
The truth is we cannot avoid some theory of Biblical inspira-
tion if we are to find a worthy doctrine of Revelation, and 
we ought not to be deterred from this search by fear of return-
ing to the pre-critical form of this doctrine, as involving an 
inerrant authority to be accepted without further question. 3 
Hence, it is Taylor•s insistence that words, too, may be media of God 1s self-
revelation. This being so, Taylor is the first to admit that, if Scripture mediates 
revelation in this fashion, then it is even more imperative that it be subjected 
to the discipline of both literary and historical criticism. 4 
A positive relationship between God and history with the full probability 
of revelation being mediated through both deed and word summarizes adequately 
Taylor•s position on this crucial presupposition. 
111Religious Certainty, 11 p. 50. For support of this probability, Taylor 
cites John Baillie, p. 111, stressing that verbal revelation is not out of the 
realm of reason. Ibid., p. 51. 
2 PCNTT I p. 246. 
3
uReligious Certainty, 11 p. 51. 
4 PCNTT I p. 247. 
19 
2. The Nature of the Scriptures 
Basic to everything that can be said about Vincent Taylor•s contribution 
to New Testament studies is his viewpoint regarding the Scriptures themselves. 
While the Scriptures (more specifically, the New Testament writings) are 
regulative for all of Taylor•s works, only infrequently has he undertaken to give 
a systematic explanation of his rationale for their usage. He seldom explicitly 
mentions basic hermeneutical problems which loom large in the foreground of 
many contemporary discussions. Consequently, the large portion of Taylor•s 
comments on this topic are brought in obliquely. However, that Taylor 
approaches the Scriptures with a deep respect and reverence is somewhat of a 
clue to those almost unargued conclusions concerning its inspiration and authority. 
a) Its Inspiration 
No one could legitimately label Taylor as a biblical literalist. Nor could 
one legitimately deny that he places a high premium on the Bib[e•s inspiration. 
Between these two extremes, Taylor forges his own view. Sometimes he appears 
to be aligned with Temple1, John Baillie2 , and H. Richard Niebuhr3; yet in 
other instances, he says things which would place him in good standing with the 
4 
contributors to Revelation and the Bible, edited by Carl F. H. Henry. 
1William Temple, Nature, /WJn and God, pp. 316-321. 
2 John Baillie, The Idea of Revelation in Recent Thought. 
3H. Richard Niebuhr, The Meaning of Revelation (New York: The 
Macmillan Company, 1941). 
4 Grand Rapids, Michigan: Baker Book House, 1958. 
Taylor emphatically rejects verbal inspiration. This opinion arises out 
of his years of intri cote study of the text of the New Testament 1 and a strong ~ 
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priori argument along the lines of the Incarnation, that is, "as the Incarnate came 
in flesh, so the story of the Life is told in human fashion; and as through the flesh 
we see God, so through the human writings we hear the Divine. rr2 Yet, while 
acknowledging that there are mistakes in the Bible, Taylor does not feel forced 
to reject along with the concept of verbal inspiration the idea of inspiration 
itself, since,mistakes and all, 11th is was God 1s way. 113 
After having rejected both verbal inspiration and infallibility as an 
impossible position for a modern student of the New Testament, 4 Taylor ends 
up on a positive note by declaring: 11 lnfallibility, and verbal inspiration are 
1 Admitting the vast number of New Testament MSS, no two of which 
completely agree, Taylor concluded: 11This fact alone suggests that, while the 
Scriptures are inspired, they are not verbally inspired: otherwise it is difficult 
to think that so great a disparity would exist. 11 The Text of the New Testament: 
A Short Introduction (London: Macmillan & Co. Ltd. , 1961), p. 2. Hereafter 
this book wi II be cited by the initials TNT. 
2The Gospels: A Short Introduction (9th ed.; London: The Epworth Press, 
~3q- 1960), p. 11. Hereafter this book wi II be cited by the initial G. 
31bid. 
4Forgiveness and Reconciliation: A Study in New Testament Theology 
(2nd ed.; London: Macmillan and Co., Ltd., /T9417 1960), p. xix. Hereafter 
this book wi II be cited by the initials FR. 
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vain dreams, but the belief that the New Testament writers were Spirit-inspired 
men is well founded. 111 Or, as Taylor put it more recently, one must not suppose 
that verbally inspired is synonymous with the Bible as "living and active. 112 
Thus, Taylor frequently appears to be holding on to both ends of the one 
dilemma. Whereas he professes preference for John Baillie's concept of "Biblical 
inspiration, "3 yet, on another front, he asserts that the classic New Testament 
names for Jesus are the only ones with a 11foreseeable future. This fact is one of 
the neglected arguments for the plenary inspiration of Holy Scripture •••• u4 
Actually, Taylor's position--which is shared by many others who do not 
subscribe to either extreme--both benefits from, and is limited by, its mediating 
tendency. First, it shows apparent weakness in its inability to attain a clear-
cut definition of precisely what nplenary inspiration" is, while exponents of 
both urevelation in deed onlyn and "verbal inspirationu can more clearly define 
their positions. On the other hand, Taylor's stand on inspiration is the stronger 
for not being tied to one category to the exclusion of all others. This being 
so, Taylor is able to assimilate a great deal of the modern emphasis upon revelo-
2"Religious Certainty," p. 17. 
31bid. 1 P• 51. 
4The Names of Jesus (London: Macmi II an & Co. Ltd. , 1953), p. 175. 
Hereafter this book will be cited by the initials NJ. 
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tion as the personal encounter with God in the concrete happenings of history 
without denying all possibility of some form of propositional revelation. More 
specifically, although Taylor has been able to accept many of the conclusions 
that form-criticism has forced us to make concerning the interests of the primi-
tive community through whom we must gaze to see the earlier stages of the Gospel 
tradition, even this concession does not dim his perception of the reality of God 1s 
inspiration at work. As he says: 
Far from losing the idea of Inspiration, we are led to see 
that the Spirit of God must have been at work upon a 
grander scale, not coercing men or using them as blind 
instruments, but elevating their minds to perceive, to 
t~ansrvit, and to interpret the best elements in the tradi-
tion. 
With this position, Taylor is far removed from that stultifying view of inspiration 
which held sway over the first eighteen centuries of Christian history, and thus 
nbarred the wayu2 to a better position. Concisely put: 11The truth of inspiration 
is that God speaks to us through the ancient writers, but within the compass of 
their limitations ... 3 
Against this background, then, we come to Taylor•s formal definition 
of what he means by inspiration. 
1 The Formation of the Gospel Tradition (2nd ed.; London: Macmillan 
& Co. Ltd. , /f9337 1960), p. 189. Hereafter this book wi II be cited by the 
initials FGT.- -
2 FGT,p.3. 
3ooctrine and Evangelism (London: The Epworth Press, 1953), p. 86. 
Hereafter this book wi II be cited by the initials DE. 
It consists of the belief that the writers of Scripture, 
especially the New Testament writers, were so illumined 
by the Holy Spirit that their words have the quality of 
divine revelation. 1 
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Such a carefully phrased statement would appear to connote precisely the mediating 
position taken by Taylor, that is, precisely in the sense of an almost studied 
ambiguity. He comes to a position, reverently and consistently endorsed, but 
somewhat iII defined. Without doubt, Taylor proceeds on the assumption of plenary 
inspiration, yet, not that of verbal inspiration, but the inspiration of God's Spirit 
11at work upon a grander scale. 112 
b) Its Authority 
Wisely, Taylor does not treat the authority of the Scriptures in isolation 
from other sources of authority within the Christian faith. His concept of their 
authority is set within the context of a threefold mosaic. Such authority as it 
possesses is a vital part of the authority upon which Christianity depends; con-
sequently, this composite of authority consists of: {1) the Bible, (2) the 
Christian Church, and (3) the Christian experience. 3 Furthermore, these three 
foundation stones give adequate support, but not something that is guaranteed. 
1 "Religious Certainty, 11 p. 51. 2 FGT I p. 189. 
3FR, p. xix. These same three sources of authority are also mentioned 
similarly in DE, p. 18. See also CC, p. vi. and The Epistle to the Romans 
(a:Epworth Preacher's Commentaries." London: Tne Epworth Press, 1955), p. 59: 
"Well-meaning attempts to shortcircuit this conception of Christian assurance 
by insisting upon the infallibility of the Bible or of the Church are futile. Both 
are of supreme importance, but as media through which the spirit speaks. In the 
end our only security is in God and in what He has done and still is. But this is 
security enough. •• Hereafter this book wi II be cited by the initials ER. 
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11 Like everything else in the Gospel, even authority is of grace. ul 
His views on inspiration logically prevent him from speaking of the 
Scriptures• authority in terms of infallibility; nevertheless, to conclude from this 
that he assigns a low degree of authority to the Bible, more specifically to the 
New Testament (as Taylor often specifies), would be mistaken. The New Testa-
ment is the Christian Church•s indispensable source for 11Christian doctrine, the 
inspiration of devotion, and the treasure-house of worship ... 2 
Naturally this view of authority, like all others, is incapable of complete 
(possibly even partial) demonstration. Accordingly, it is quite properly handled 
here as a presupposition. Yet, for the most part, Taylor is content to assume this 
position, and he seldom takes up cudgels on its behalf. In fact, when specifically 
dealing with this topic in his introduction to The Gospels, Taylor coins no new 
summary statement of his own; rather, he concludes that the uwisest word 11 was 
that of Dr. A. H. McNeile. He goes on to quote him: 111 The New Testament 
is a collection of masterpieces of spiritual music. Its authority is that of spiritual 
experts, and we treat it as we should treat the authority of any supreme expert 
~his subject.•u3 
1 DE, p. 18. 2FR, p. xix. 
3G, p. 12. This quotation is taken from McNeile•s An Introduction to 
the Study of the New Testament (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1927), p. 471 • 
In the 2nd ed. rev. by C. S.C. Williams of 1953, it appears on p. 478. 
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c) Its Unity 
One of Taylor's more explicit premises concerns the unity of the New 
Testament. For him it is not n:a collection of isolated proof-texts, but an organic 
1 
whole. 11 As he further states: 
The true lesson which emerges from our inquiry, as from 
our investigation of the New Testament teaching as a 
whole, is that we cannot afford to limit our attention to 
the message of any one Gospel, Epistle, or group of 
Epistles, since they are all organic members in a living 
body of truth wherein each has its function but is not 
the whole body. 2 
It is at this point that we are confronted by one of Taylor's less defensible 
assumptions. Repeatedly, 3 Taylor not only assumes an underlying unity to the 
New Testament writings, but he even insists that those elements wanting in one 
writing are supplied by another and vice versa. Thus, he not only asserts an 
essential unity to this collection of diversified writings, but he also assumes an 
~priori concept of 11wholeness" in the New Testament teaching, which is nothing 
short of dogma to him. It would seem that, even though wide latitude must be 
granted to a man in his basic presuppositions, there is sti II a point at which informed 
uhindsight" and overfami liarity with the limits of the New Testament canon are 
1The Atonement in New Testament Teachin (3rd ed.; London: The Epworth 
Press, 94~ 1958), p. 130. Hereafter this book will be cited by the initials ANTT. 
2lbid, 1 P• 161. 
3For example: ANTT, p. 130; FR, p. xx; and CC, p. 58. 
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not adequate criteria for determining some presumed "wholeness 11 to which the 
canonical books and their teaching must conform. And, while it may be "in the 
highest degree significant 11 to him that the "silences" of Hebrews are the "utter-
ances11 of St. Paul or St. John, 1 and that one writer supplements what is lacking 
in another, 2 it may be doubted that this is genuinely an argument for the unity 
of the New Testament teaching, since it depends upon a prior assumption concern-
ing whatever the r'wholeness 11 of the primitive tradition might have been. 
In conclusion here, even when Taylor's more dubious argument for the 
unity of the New Testament based upon the assumed "wholeness" has been 
recognized, there remains the solid fact of his constant presupposition that such 
a unity exists. Specifically, for him, the New Testament is far from "a fortu-
itous collection of separate writings"; on the contrary, it is "a medium in which 
the significance of Christ, as the Word of God and the Saviour of men, emerges 
clearly into the light of day. "3 
d) Its Place in Theological Formulation 
In concluding his series of articles on doctrine and evangelism, which was 
later combined in his book by that title, Taylor emphasized how central Scripture 
was to him for theological formulation. 
I hope I have made it plain how highly I esteem the authority 
of Holy Scripture. The essays are soaked in Scripture teach-
1 ANTT, p. 130 and FR, p. xx. 
3 ANTT I p. 161. 
2 CC, p. 58. 
ing. I should not feel happy about formulating any doctrine, 
unless I could show that it has the sanction of biblical teach-
ing. 1 
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Scripture is to Taylor the "touchstone of faith. n2 Significantly, the 
advanced tools of biblical methodology such as textual, literary, and historical 
criticism (including form-criticism), according to Taylor, neither threaten 
Scripture's rightful place in such formulation nor prove to be "inconsistent with 
the belief that Scripture is the medium of divine revelation. n3 Furthermore, 
since "the Scriptures are the primary source of Christian doctrine, ,.4 Taylor 
expresses immense respect for their authority. He also insists that theologi ca I 
construction is much more than the mere assembling of such biblical data. 5 
Yet within Scripture's proper limitations and acknowledged strengths--its 
"remarkable unity, 11 the progressive nature of its revelation, and its continuing 
influence and power in the life of the Church6--theological formulation must 
occur. As Taylor stated it in a quasi-biblical metaphor: "Unless the theological 
house is built on deep Scriptural foundations it is sure to fall. ,.7 
1 DE, p. 86. 2 CC, p. 87. 
3 CC, p. v. 4lbid. 
5
"The Unity of the New Testament: The Doctrine of the Atonement," 
ET I 58 (1946-47) I 259. 
6cc, p. vi. 
711The Unity of the New Testament: The Doctrine of the Atonement," 
p. 259. The particular context of this claim related specifically to the doctrine 
of the Atonement. Therefore, following the statement just quoted, he went on: 
"Soteriology is Biblical or nothing, however high into the heavens it soars. 11 
Such an attitude would be typical for him on this topic. 
28 
There is, then, little ambiguity concerning Taylor's estimation of the 
Scripture's place in theological formulation. Both in his stated position and in 
his reverent and consistent approach to the Scripture for its teaching before build-
ing doctrines is to be seen an important principle governing Taylor's approach to 
New Testament studies. 
3. The Goal of New Testament Study 
110nly as God is known can He be worshipped ••• 111 would seem to be 
a legitimate characterization of Taylor's concept of the ultimate goal of New 
Testament study. A closely related, yet distinguishable, goal is the Church's 
renewal which, according to Taylor, has typically "followed a close study of the 
New Testament."2 Consequently, the purpose of this study should lead to the 
findings of New Testament theology; then, in turn, 11when this discipline is 
accepted, a new grasp of the Gospel is gained, a truer piety is engendered, and 
a fresh enthusiasm for missionary and social enterprise is born. r• 3 
What has been related above is the ultimate goal of such study. But what 
about the intense specialization necessary to advanced New Testament study? 
Here, too, Taylor admits its real contribution and necessity, and he maintains that 
its purpose is to be found finally within the orbit of the Church's God-in-Christ 
1 Jesus and His Sacrifice (London: Macmillan & Co., Ltd., 1937), p. 318. 
Hereafter this book will be cited by the initials JHS. 
2 FR, p. xx. 
3 tbid. 
revelation as it is related to the thought and life of today. As he summarized 
it: 
The place of Jesus Christ in the continuous life of the 
Church, and in Christian experience are facts of life 
and history; and, if the universe of thought is a rational 
whole, it must be possible to assign some organic relation-
ship between them and the earliest data of Christian tradi-
tion. There is a point at which the interests of criticism, 
faith, and worship intersect; and, while specialisation 
must always have its necessary place in the search for 
truth, nothing less than unification of thought is the 
final goal of inquiry. 1 
Therefore, in light of Taylor's presuppositions concerning the Scripture's 
inspiration, authority, unity, and place in theological formulation, his belief 
in the purpose and goal of this study would seem to be congruous. For, granted 
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his premises on these basis matters, a goal of anything less would be unthinkable. 
Consequently, whether or not one agrees with Taylor completely on this inter-
related network of assumptions, it is incumbent upon whomever would seek to 
evaluate his biblical methodology to recognize that such presuppositions are 
valid for him, and to estimate their effect upon his method and the results of his 
New Testament study. 
Now with three highly important presuppositions behind us--the relation-
ship of God and history, the nature of the Scriptures, and the goal of New Testa-
ment study--we turn our attention to those working hypotheses which appear to 
inhabit that nebulous status of something between an assured result of New Testa-
ment study and a presupposition. 
1 JHS, p. 253. 
B. Formative Conclusions Arising from Taylor's Study 
of the New Testament 
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A formative conclusion itself has a mixed ancestry. It has not altogether 
escaped the influences of basic presuppositions; consequently, it cannot be looked 
upon as a purely mscientific" finding of 11objective" New Testament scholarship 
(if such a thing ever exists). On the other hand, a formative conclusion is not 
a blind assumption. No, it can be, as it is in Taylor's case, the result of 
innumerable hours of study, the assurances of a lifetime spent doing "'scavenger's 
labour in which one is almost choked with dust,' 111 and the conclusion which 
seems best to explain all the probabilities. 
Neither the term, formative conclusion, nor the concept comes from 
Taylor. It is introduced here in the expectation that a more adequate representa-
tion of his contribution to biblical studies is made possible through its recognition 
and investigation. 
1. The Historical Value of the Gospel Tradition 
In order to understand Taylor's perspective regarding the place of the 
New Testament in the life of the Christian Church, of first importance is his 
attitude toward the historical value of the Gospel tradition. Surely, it is at 
this point that differing conclusions nearly guarantee more divergent views on 
topics further toward the periphery. 
1Taylor quotes with approval this phrase from Adolf Harnack, The Sayings 
of Jesus, tr. J. R. Wilkinson (New York: Putnam, 1908), p. xii. Cf. Taylor, 
FGT, p. 21; he refers to it again in NJ, p. vi. 
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As has already been brought out, Taylor rejects the idea of infallibility. 1 
Furthermore, he admits, even insists upon, the necessity that the Gospels must 
always be subject to every type of biblical criticism.2 Such openness to criticism 
is necessary, since, according to what Taylor wrote in 1920, 11that the tradition 
has found a place in the New Testament is not in itself a certificate of truth. 113 
Coupled with this solid argument is Taylor•s candid acknowledgment of various 
influences--historical, catechetical, liturgical, and practical--at work upon the 
Gospel tradition. None the less, the man who recognized such possible distort-
ing factors in 1920, who fought through to his own position on form-criticism 
(1933), who experienced all the real difficulties of the sources for a life of Jesus 
(1954), could sti II conclude in 1956: 11For my own part I believe the Gospels 
give trustworthy information about His thoughts, provided that we do not make 
impossible demands upon them and are willing to subject them to historical 
1cf. HEVB, pp. 122-123 for an early expression of this position. See 
earlier pp. 20-21. 
2The Life and Ministry of Jesus (London: Macmillan & Co. Ltd., 1954), 
p. 27. Hereafter this book wi II be cited by the initials LMJ. 
3HEVB, p. 123. Unfortunately, Taylor is not thoroughly consistent with 
himself at this point. For, while he usually holds to the position just quoted 
above, occasionally he lapses into another less defensible argument. For example, 
in speaking of the mission charge to the twelve (Mk. 6:6b-13), he concludes: 
11 1t is the combined witness of Mk, Q, M, and L, which fixes the historical value 
of the event. 11 The Gospel according to St. Mark (London: Macmi II an & Co. 
Ltd., 1952), p. 302. Hereafter this book wi II be cited by the initials GM. 
Actually, all that such attestation affirms is the widespread nature of the tradition, 
not its historical value per~ 
1 
criticism. 11 
Recognizing that the Gospels are limited in extent, 2 rropen to debate at 
almost every point ,"3 and interpreted through the eyes of the post-resurrection 
community,4 in spite of all this (or, perhaps, in some cases, because of it), 
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Taylor consistently affirms the basic historical reliability of the Gospel tradition. 
Admittedly, the Gospels are not all on one plane in this regard, nor is 
any particular Gospel always the superior witness to the primitive tradition. 
Typical Vincent Taylor procedure for establishing the historical value of any 
particular incident or saying of Jesus would be to give first value to Ntark, second 
to Luke, third to Ntatthew, and to include the possibility of relevant material 
from John, who 11 is not a theologian bereft of a historical conscience 11 and 1'is 
controlled by a genuine tradition. n5 Still, it is these Gospels, 1within their 
limitations, 116 that Taylor accepts as ua reliable guide 117 to the purpose and 
ministry of Jesus. 
1 CC, p. 11. Here it should be underlined that not only does Taylor 
affirm the general trustworthiness of the Gospels as accounts of the outward events, 
but even in regards to general reliability for studying rr:the mind and purpose of 
Jesus and to the turning points of his ministry in Galilee and Jerusalem 11 (LMJ, 
p. 27). 
2 3 HEVB, p. 2 and CC, p. 11. CC, p. 11. 
4cf. Taylor's important and interrelated formative conclusion 11lnterpreta-
tion As Not Necessarily Distortion" later on pp. 42-45. 
5 6 JHS, p. 238. LMJ, p. 27. 
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To conclude this section, Taylor's viewpoint on this highly important 
matter is decidedly positive. 1 Although refusing to take the full Gospel tradition 
at face value, nevertheless, Taylor does accord to it a high degree of historical 
value. Understood in this light, it can be seen that his positive approach is 
quite significant for New Testament research; furthermore, his distance from the 
opposite position--for example, Rudolf Bultmann's historical scepticism regarding 
the Gospel tradition2--reveals his foundational trust of the tradition as a formative 
conclusion of first importance. 
2. The Reliability of the f\Aarkan Outline 
Right around the time Vincent Taylor began to publish his New Testament 
findings there came the now famous dictum of K. L. Schmidt concerning the 
f\Aarkan outline. 
Die Jesusgeschichten liegen in der Hauptsache auf einer 
und derselben Ebene. Nur ab und zu mal werden wir aus 
Erwdgungen uber den inneren Charakter einer Geschichte 
diese Zeitlich und ortlich etwas genauer fixieren konnen. 
Aber im ganzen gibts es kein Leben Jesu im Sinne einer 
si ch entwi eke In den Lebensgeschi chte, kei nen chronologischen 
Aufriss der Geschichte Jesu, sondern nur Einzelgeschichten, 
1closely related formative conclusions which will augment and sharpen 
Taylor's conclusion on this overriding consideration are: (1) The Reliability of 
the f\Aarkan Outline, (2) The Creative Impetus of Jesus, (3) The Community's 
Interpretive Role in Relationship to the Primitive Tradition, and (4) Interpreta-
tion As Not Necessarily Distortion. 
2
cf. Bultmann's Theology of the New Testament, tr. Kendrick Grobel 
(2 vols.; New York: ChCirles Scribner's Sons, 1951-55), I, 3-32; and Jesus 
(Berlin: Deutsche bibliothek, 1926) for support of this characterization-.-
Perikopen, die in ein Rahmenwerk gestellt sind. 1 
Any writer on the New Testament subsequent to the advent of form-criticism 
has been under the obligation to take a position, one way or another, in light 
of Schmidt's (later Bultmann's and others') conclusion. 
Writing in 1933, Taylor called Schmidt's estimate 11 radical. n2 In the 
second edition of The Formation of the Gospel Tradition, Taylor quoted a strong 
statement by the late F. C. Burkitt in favor of the reliability of Mark's outline3 
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and himself concluded: 11 ln no way, it seems to me, does Form-Criticism weaken 
this judgment. ,,4 Then, writing in 1952 in his commentary on Mark, Taylor asserted 
that Schmidt's conclusion was utoo sweeping. 115 And in support of greater reli-
ability for Mark's outline, Taylor stated: 11 ln sum we may say that in Mark we 
have an authority of first rank for our knowledge of the Story of Jesus. n 6 Thus, 
Taylor comes out with a positive estimate in favor of Mark's outline. 
The fact that Taylor utilizes as a working conclusion the basic reliability 
1 Karl Schmidt, Der Rahmen der Geschichte Jesu (Berlin: Trowitzsch, 
1919), p. 317. 
2FGT I p. 13. 
3FGT, 2nd ed., 1935, p. ix. Here Taylor quotes from a review article 
by Burkitt in the Journal of Theological Studies, 36 (1935), 186-188. The gist 
of the quote is that Burkitt accepts Mark as biography in the sense of the chief 
outlines of a career. 
4FGT, p. ix. 5 GM, p. 17. 
6tbid., p. 148. Coupled with this judgment are similar claims for Mark 
as 11a writing of first-rate historical importance 11 (p. 149) and 11a writer worthy 
of trust 11 (p. 204). 
of the Marken outline does not mean that he did not learn from the form-critics 
and from his own study of form-criticism. He admits that 11 the Gospel is rightly 
characterized as a Passion Narrative with an introduction. 111 Also, he agrees 
that ~~:many gaps are visible, n2 since 11its outline is broken"3; however, while 
acknowledging certain gaps and topically arranged material, Taylor feels that 
Form-criticism has treated the Marken order uin much too cavalier a fashion. 114 
Furthermore, Taylor concedes that Form-criticism's (specifically Schmidt's) basal 
assumption concerning the original tradition's having consisted of fragments in 
oral circulation, 5 is well based; yet, after wrestling with the problem for years, 
he comes to a positive conclusion by asserting that all these attacks certainly do 
qualify Mark's presentation of the story of Jesus, but without undermining it. 6 
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Consequently, he refuses to attribute to it the 11cast-iron 11 appearance it had before 
Schweitzer/ Wrede, 8 Schmidt, Dibelius, Bultmann, and others combined toques-
tion its order; but, in spite of all such criticism, Taylor continues to insist that 
1 GM, p. 145. 
5FGT I p. 13. 
2 JHS, p. 79. 3 lMJ, p. 16. 
6 GM, pp. 148-149. 
4JHS, 79 p. • 
7 Albert Schweitzer, The Quest of the Historical Jesus, tr. W. Montgomery 
(New York:- The Macmillan Company, 1961), p. 333. In Schweitzer's colorful 
phrase; 11There is a station at the end of each section of the narrative, and the 
connexions are not guaranteed. 11 
8William Wrede, Das Messiasgeheimnis in den Evangelien (Gottingen: 
Vandenhoeck, 1901). Wrede 1s work revolves around the concept of a uMessianic 
Secret 11 in Mark, which is not that of Jesus but of the Gospel writer. See later 
pp. 188-192. 
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any attempt to relate the story of Jesus must use the Marken outline. 1 
One further point relevant to Taylor's formative conclusion on this topic 
is required. It involves his endorsement of the views of others on this problem. 
The extent to which Taylor is content to call on these others for support is unusual 
for him. He cites often the epochal article by C. H. Dodd, 2 plus less insistent 
reliance upon F. C. Burkitt3 and F. B. Clogg.4 
Sufficient evidence has been put forward to indicate Taylor's viewpoint 
concerning the Marken order. In view of his reliance upon it, it appears that 
his stand on Mark's story is a very important formative conclusion. 
3. The Creative Impetus of Jesus 
One constant consideration, founded upon both assumption and greater 
probability and supported by sympathetic research, is Taylor's insistence upon 
the creative impetus of Jesus. 
Taylor starts with the premise: Communities may alter sayings and 
concepts, but they do not create them; only individuals do that. 5 Again, 
1 GM, pp. 148-149. 
211The Framework of the Gospel Narrative, 11 ET, 43 (1932), 396-400. 
3Review of Die Zusammensetzung des Markusevangeliums, by Johannes 
Sundwa II, JTS, 36 (1935) 1 186-188. 
4
"The Trustworthiness of the Marean Outline, 11 ET, 46 (1934-35}, 534-538. 
5cf. FGT, p. 107. Here Taylor cites B. S. Easton, The Gospel before the 
Gospels (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1928), p. 116, for support of this 
pos1t1on. Cf. CC, p. 15. 
this rule is carried over to narrative incidents and to sayings whose precise 
Sitz im Leben are nebulous. He is aware of the dangers involved in such a 
procedure, but he is also confident that the creative originality of the 
historical Jesus is a factor which it is folly to ignore. 
In line with attributing such creative inventiveness to Jesus, Taylor 
accepts as decisive the conclusions of Strack-Bi llerbeck. 1 He declared: 
11 ln the time of Jesus no suffering Messiah was expected. 112 He admits that 
the raw materials were latent within Judaism, yet the fusion had not been 
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made. Consequently, what was needed was the creative mind of an individua I, 
someone at least equa I to the creative insight of the author of the Servant 
poems. 
Such a mind was that of Jesus Himself. Antecedently, it 
is much more likely that it was He who first made use of 
the Servant-conception rather than the later Christian 
community. 3 
That the Son of ~n-Suffering Servant concept is closely related to the 
origin of the Passion sayings goes without saying. Dependent to a large degree upon 
a prior Christological premise, Taylor can say concerning the source of such sayings: 
1 Hermann L. Strack and Paul Bi llerbeck, Kommentar zum Neuen Testament 
aus Talmud und Midrash (5. Bde.; Munchen: Oskar Beck, 1922-56), II, 273-292. 
2JHS, p. 45. 
31bid., p. 46. Cf. the same judgment on the combination of the Son of 
God withtlle Messiah as another creative fusion by Jesus. PCNTT, p. 173. 
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11 Jesus had a very definite 'theori of atonement. To Him the Cross was not an 
enigma, but the highway of conscious Messianic purpose. 111 Taylor, therefore, is 
prepared to treat as genuine those sayings which conform to this concept. 2 
While treating M::lrk 8:31-32a in his commentary, Taylor rejects the ex-
planation that the prophecy is a vaticinium post eventum by remarking: "No good 
reason can be given why Jesus rather than the later Christian community should 
not have been the first to give expression to this original conception. 113 To find 
this source in Jesus is both more convincing4 and more probable5 than to find it 
in the community. Thus Taylor's formative conclusion reaches its climax in what 
he labels as "the conservative view." Specifically, that not only was Jesus the 
more probable source of the M::lrkan Passion sayings, but "that no one was more 
likely than Jesus himself to reinterpret the functions of 'the Son of M::ln' in terms 
of 'the Suffering Servant. •u6 
Sufficient evidence has been advanced to support the nature of Taylor's 
distinctive bias on this topic. He certainly admits that the primitive community 
1 JHS, p. 272. 
2Throughout his book on the Passion sayings, JHS, comments such as the 
following are indicative: "That Jesus spoke the words is the simplest and most 
convincing explanation 11 (p. 110) and: 11The one speaker who is most likely to 
have used these words is Jesus Himself 11 (p. 136). 
3 4 GM, p. 377. Also cf. p. 402. NJ, p. 32. 
5LMJ I p. 144. 
6n:The Origin of the M::lrkan Passion-Sayings," New Testament Studies, 
1 (1954-55) 1 167 o 
had a large role in selecting, shaping, interpreting, and even creating certain of 
the New Testament sayings attributed to Jesus. But, on the important issues 
crucial to what Taylor would consider as fundamental to Christianity, he accepts 
and utilizes as a working hypothesis, the creative impetus of Jesus. 
4. The Community's Interpretive Role in Relationship 
to the Primitive Tradition 
A necessary corollary to the creative impetus of Jesus is the question of 
the community's role in the selection, preservation, and interpretation of the 
primitive tradition. 
Properly speaking, although the influence of the community upon the 
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primitive tradition has almost been preempted by form-criticism and its exponents, 
Taylor's individual formative conclusion was in evidence prior to his introduction 
to form-criticism. On the basis of literary or source criticism, he concluded that 
certain classes of Gospel passages were interpolations, ''which later conditions 
obtaining within the Christian Church have shaped." He went on to stress:-
11That later experience did interpret the words of Jesus and give the sense of 
them in its own terms, need not be questioned. ul 
Beginning at that point and gaining momentum with his form-critical studies, 
Taylor has taken into account the cumulative influences of community inference, 
1 HEVB, p. 52. 
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teaching, preaching, worship, and controversy upon the tradition in its early 
stages. How widespread is this studied hypothesis can be seen in his treatment 
of the effects of inference upon the Gospel record, 1 "catechesis11 as older than 
the present form and order of the Gospel narratives, 2 worship as 11always theology 
in solution, 113 liturgical interests as paramount in what was selected and emphasized 
from the wider tradition, 4 and the selective (and, perhaps distorting) process of 
a community-in-conflict to meet 11the immediate needs of conduct and belief. "5 
However, to say that Taylor is cognizant of such shaping and, possibly, distorting 
influences is not at all to imply that he views them as inimical to the basic his-
torical value of the gospel tradition. On the contrary, the community's role 
is conceded by Taylor, but its potentiality towards distortion is recognized 
without being made normative. To quote a statement made in 1957:: 
I entirely dissent from the sceptical estimate of the Gospels 
as documents which "primarily bear witness not to the mind 
of the Master, but to the interests of the evange I i sts and 
to the concerns of the primitive communities to which they 
be longed. J,6 
1
rbid. I pp. 102-103. 2GM, p. 97. 3 PCNTT I p. 142. 
4 JHS, p. 117. 5rbid. I p. 254. 
611The Messianic Secret in Mark: A Rejoinder to the Rev. Dr. T. A. Burkill, 1' 
Hibbert Journal, 55 (1956-57), p. 247. The phrase quoted by Taylor comes from 
BurkiiPsarticle, uconcerning St. Mark's Conception of Secrecy,n Hibbert Journal, 
55 (1956-57), 150-158, on p. 153. 
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Thus, he would hold that such factors have not distorted the primitive tradition 
Kin any important degree. u 1 Naturally, the 11degree 11 to which the original tradi-
tion has or has not been affected by these community interests is a judgment based 
upon the probabilities of the unknown; therefore, one must recognize such a posi-
tion as an open possibility, yet it is very much a combination of presupposition 
and derivative New Testament findings, truly, a formative conclusion. 
A closely related, yet different, aspect to this same problem is the question 
of how faithful to the original deposit of tradition were the great New Testament 
i nterpreters--Pau I, John, and the Author of To the Hebrews. As he phrased it: 
Primitive Christianity, it appears, is not a stage merely 
antecedent to St. Paul, which quickly passes into a 
stage more impressive; it is the Christianity of the 
common man both before and after the time of the 
great writers. 2 
Indeed, although Taylor would be the first to acclaim the creativity of these great 
writers, they were not innovators; on the contrary, "much that was formerly de-
scribed as 1Pauline 1 is primitive teaching taken over, interpreted, and expanded. u3 
Phrases like 11the common faith of the Church, n4 11pre-Pauline Christianity, o:5 
and 11 primitive Christianity"6 abound in his writings. What Taylor has said so well 
concerning Paul would apply equally well to his views respecting John and the 
1 JHS, p. 117. 
2 PCNTT, p. 136. At a glance, consequently, one can see how far Taylor 
is from the exaggerations of the Tubingen school of the last century. 
3 4 5 CC, p. 25. Cf. GM, p. 129. ANTT, p. 9. Ibid., p. 22. 
61bid. 1 p. 74. 
auctor ad Hebraeos. 
Paulinism is not the perversion of primitive Christianity; 
it is the gleaming product pouring from the crucible of 
a gifted and consecrated mind which, with prophetic 
insight, has seen in the existing t~adition ha If-guessed 
secrets of God's redeeming Love. 
As can be seen, Taylor's formative conclusion concerning the precise nature of 
the community's role in connection with the primitive tradition is decidedly 
conservative. 
5. Interpretation As Not Necessarily Distortion 
Fundamental to Taylor's biblical methodology is his repeated emphasis 
upon the interpretive nature of the New Testament account, however, it is his 
basic and invariable canon of criticism that interpretation does not necessarily 
imply distortion. 
Taylor's explicit position on this point is a refreshing breeze amid the 
contemporary trend toward historical scepticism. Thus, in Taylor's opinion, 
the Gospels handle the tradition, not as "a bare transcript from fact," but as 
giving 11a true portraiture of the events described. n2 Moreover, he holds that 
the bare original fact may not have been all that was intended as revelatory. 
For example, he said: 
But it is fair to ask whether reflection did not reach 
truth missed by first impressions, and recall pregnant 
sayings which fell at first on deaf or half-opened 
ears. That experience colours primitive tradition is 
a truism, but this process is not necessarily corrup-
tion; it may equally well be interpretation, and 
valid interpretation. 3 
1Jbid, 1 P• 57, 2 FGT I p. 159. 3G, p. 83. 
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Along this line Taylor, at times, would seem to go even beyond this extension 
of historical facticity to affirm the revelatory and creative possibilities of such 
interpretation. As he says: 11 lnterpretation, however, is not necessarily perver-
sion; it may bring out implications in the tradition lost in more purely factual 
1 
records." 
One may conclude from such statements that Taylor is both aware of the 
interpretive element in the New Testament and comes down on the side of a 
positive evaluation of the primitive community's perception. Taylor recognizes 
that interpretation begins with the selection of each recorded incident, 2 is 
present at every stage of the tradition's preservation--including the possibility 
that certain creative interpretations go back directly to Jesus himself3--and 
continues its positive role of bringing out that which was at first only latent 
1LMJ, p. 21. 
2cf. GM, p. 543: for instance, the fact that the tradition of the Last 
Supper was selected and preserved nto relate what Jesus said and did, in the 
interests of faith and worship; it should not be assumed that such interests com-
promise the historical value of the tradition. lt 
3cf. ANTT, p. 17: "The true story of New Testament origins is not that 
of doctrinal additions added stage by stage to the tradition of a religious move-
ment of an unreflective character, but that of a society which is steeped in doc-
trine from the beginning as the result of the original impulse given to it by the 
life and teaching of its Founder, a society which after His death preserves His 
thoughts in fragments, emphasizing now this, now that, aspect of His teaching, 
almost losing some of them for a time, and then in the hands of its later con-
structive thinkers recovering them, interpreting them, and combining them in 
ways which set the current for subsequent theological developments down to 
modern times. 11 
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within the original event. 1 And so, Taylor is often satisfied to admit that the 
Gospels do not give us the ipsissima verba of Jesus, but they do truly represent 
his mind. 2 Thus, while the faith Jesus expected from his disciples was not of the 
dimension later professed by the primitive Church in worship, Taylor would not 
stop at this point and declare a drastic dichotomy between the two; rather, he 
concludes that the Church's interpretation is merely the giving of words to what 
was a true undertone during the historical ministry of Jesus. 3 In essence, he says 
that the full fact of Jesus Christ was not immediately perceived; hence, "primitive 
Christianity was much richer in its implications than in its statements. Its life 
was more eloquent than its speech. 114 Even the later developed Christology of 
the Church finds its roots in na process of interpretation made necessary as the 
tradition is understood better and is expounded in the light of the missionary 
expansion of the primitive Church. "5 
Now Taylor would be the first to admit that such a conviction falls far short 
of demonstrable proof. Accordingly, it has been included here as a formative 
conclusion. Sti II, this bias of his towards affirmative acceptance of the New 
Testament interpretation of the event of Jesus is tremendously influential in his 
biblical methodology. For, while he does not take at face value every interpreta-
tion recorded therein, yet his characteristic approach is to give due credence to 
such interpretations unti I such a time as other equally, or superior, considerations 
1 2 3 4 LMJ, p. 196. GM, p. 508. JHS, p. 293. PCNTT, p. 208. 
51bid. 1 P• 23. 
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should militate a negative judgment as appropriate. 1 However, in the final anal-
ysis, such setting aside of the primitive interpretation is rare in Taylor's writings. 
Generally speaking, he approaches the biblical materials with a full awareness 
of the necessary interpretive element contained there, and he is prone to accept 
such interpretation as valid, unless good reasons can be raised for the opposite 
conclusion. His biblical bias is explicit and consistent. nlnterpretation, however, 
is not necessarily corruption; on the contrary, it may give expression to latent 
ideas.n2 
6. The Hebraic Background of New Testament 
Thought and Life 
This working hypothesis can be dealt with briefly. For the most part, with 
the possible exception of John's Gospel, Taylor tactily accepts the basic Hebraic 
background of New Testament thought and life. As he summarized this formative 
conclusion: "The theology of the first Christian communities was rooted in the ideas 
of the Old Testament. In this fact lies the vital importance of the Old Testament 
for Christian belief. 113 And so, it is Taylor's consistent procedure to take into 
1 A good example of such negative considerations would be Taylor's 
position on the nature-miracles--the cursing of the fig tree, the sti !ling of the 
storm, and the feeding of the five thousand--which he rejects as interpreted by the 
Gospel writers. -
2GM, pp. 342-343. For other statements along this same line, cf. FGT 1 
p. 117; ANTT, p. 181; FR, p. 12; LMJ, p. 83; and PCNTT, pp. 22-23 and 232. 
3"The Unity of the New Testament: The Doctrine of the Atonement 1 11 
p. 256. 
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account Hebrew thought-forms, customs, language structure, and theology before 
seeking an originative impulse elsewhere. 
In the case of Johannine thought-forms and style of expression, Taylor 
is willing to concede more to non-Hebraic influence. In 1937 he boldly declared: 
11 Nothing, however, can ever displace the conviction that a Greek air pervades 
the Gospel. n 1 By this it would appear that he means some Greek influence but 
not necessarily predominate influence. For in 1941 he wrote that, although there 
is a rrdefinite Greek strain in the Gospel, 11 11the deeper notes are Jewish. rr2 Appar-
ently, Taylor has not felt it necessary to qualify this conclusion in light of the 
Qumran findings. In 1956 he did mention that John was likely to have been 
"'responsive to Jewish and Greek ideas which were in the air, just as evolution 
and existentialism are known to-day,n3 while, however, indicating that it was 
on "rather slight evidence" that some connected the author of John with Qumran. 
Recently, in 1961, he went hardly any further in saying that the Dead Sea Scrolls 
11 i llustrate Jewish religious ideas some of which are comparable to those found in 
the Fourth Gospel •••• 114 Taylor would include Paul, to some degree, along 
with John in this category of being nresponsive to the religious philosophy inherent 
1JHS, p. 239. 2 FR, p. 134. 3 CC, p. 61. 
4TNT, p. 13. Also the 9th ed. of The Gospels (1960) contains no change 
in his position. In fact, Qumran is not mentioned. Obviously, this section, 
pp. 91-92, was not rewritten. Curiously, Qumran seems to have interested 
Taylor little. Including the two references above, the only other references to 
Qumran in his writings are indirect references--GM, pp. 243, 336, and 429--
where the Zadokite Document and the Essenes are mentioned. 
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in Greek religion, 11 yet to go further and to claim direct borrowing, according to 
1 Taylor, 11cannot be proved or even shown to be probable. 11 
In summary, then, Taylor is not oblivious to the non-Hebraic influences 
such as Philo, the Hermetic literature, lv\andaism, and certain forms of pre-Gnostic 
thought , 2 but he regards such possible parallels as symptomatic of a long history 
within a common milieu in thought and similar vehicles of expression. 3 None 
the less, Taylor places strong reliance upon the Hebraic mold of the New Testa-
ment. For the full import of this formative conclusion, it requires knowledge 
of the use which Taylor makes of it in estimating the determinative influences 
upon the thought of Jesus. 
7. The Influence of the Old Testament upon the 
Thought of Jesus 
In a typi ca I statement Taylor asserted:: "The thought of Jesus is steeped 
in that of the Old Testament and cannot be understood apart from it. ,.4 This 
claim comes from Taylor's introduction to Part 1: "The Old Testament Backgroundrr 
in Jesus and His Sacrifice. There it was stressed that to grasp Jesus' view of 
himself and of his mission, it was necessary to comprehend the Old Testament 
1FR, p. 133. 
2cf. "The lv\andaeans and the Fourth Gospe1, 11 Hibbert Journal, 28 (1929-
30), 531-546. 
3 FGT, p. 115. 
4 JHS, p. 3. 
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background of such concepts as the Kingdom of God, the Messianic hope, the 
Son of /W:Jn, the Servant of Yahweh, and sacrifice. In light of this necessity, 
Taylor lauded the demise of the 11modernized" Jesus due to the efforts of Schweitzer, 
Comparative Religion, and Rabbinic studies. Each of these has forced us back 
upon the Old Testament for a proper understanding of Jesus. As he put it: "We 
have rediscovered the obvious: the Old Testament, we find, is of vital significance 
for our understanding of the mind and thought of Jesus." 1 
While, however, this strong positive note was still resounding, Taylor 
added a balancing caveat. 
We do not possess the key to the mind of Jesus when we 
know the relevant Old Testament concepts; a II we have 
gained is the right to approach the door. Such is His 
originality that it is never safe to assume that He simply 
appropriated whatever lay ready to hand. He takes over 
traditional ideas and makes them His own. If He is to 
speak at all, they are necessary to Him, but almost 
always they are an embarrassment; they clothe His 
thoughts, but need to be stretched, patched, and 2 
refashioned, because the life they hide is too strong. 
Thus, while he is willing to admit that Jesus inevitably expressed himself and his 
deepest feelings in the language of the Old Testament, 3 yet it is always the Old 
Testament influence plus the creative insight of Jesus that produced Jesus' distinc-
tive usage. 
The importance of this particular formative conclusion is readily apparent 
when it is applied to two crucial points. First, what did Jesus recognize in the 
1Jbid. I P• 4. 2tbid. I P• 5. 3Jbid. I PP• 149 and 156. 
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Old Testament that corresponded to his view of himself? [n other words, what 
insight did he discover to answer the question: Who am I? Secondly, what did 
he find in the Old Testament that indicated the nature of his mission? Accordingly, 
the real significance of this working hypothesis is apparent when it is observed 
what Taylor does with it in relation to the Person and Work of Christ. 
a) His Person 
(1) Son of N.an 
From where did Jesus take His conception of the Son of N.an? From 
Ezekiel? or Enoch? or Daniel? or somewhere else? Naturally a decision made 
here has endless ramifications. 
Taylor holds that Son of N.an in Ezekiel has the same meaning as in Psalm 8: 
4, that is, simply nman. u1 After discussing the possibilities of Son of N.an in the 
Similitudes of Enoch, Taylor rejected T. W. N.anson's suggestion that it refers to 
the ~~tfaithful Remnant, n2 and accepted R. H. Charles' view of him as a 11supernat-
3 
ural person, n but, however, concluding that Jesus was~ dependent upon the 
11bid. 1 P• 21. 
2T. W. N.anson, The Teaching of Jesus (2nd ed.; Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, Lf93 _!71935) , p. 228. 
3R. H. Charles, The Book of Enoch (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1893), 
p. 307. Taylor thought that Rudolf Otto 1s Reich Gottes und Menschensohn 
(Munchen: Oskar Beck, 1934), was 11fascinating, 11 but that Jesus more 
likely drew his conception from Daniel. Cf. JHS, pp. 26-28. 
ideas of the Son of Man as represented in Enoch. 1 Hence, Taylor settles upon 
Daniel 7:13 as the source of Jesus• conception, into which Jesus read His own 
. 2 
mean1ng. 
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Once again we observe Taylor•s previous decision (Cf. 11 Hebraic Background 
of New Testament 11) reaching out to an important and decisive conclusion. For 
Taylor, the source of Son of Man is to be found in Jesus• creative use of Daniel 7. 
(2) The Son 
Somewhat less decisively than with Son of Man, but yet with the same bent, 
Taylor concluded: 11 [f Jesus spoke of Himself as •the Son•, He may well have been 
influenced by Psa. ii. 7, just as He was indebted for the phrase •son of Man• to 
D •• 13 u3 an. VII. • 
The point of importance here involves, not metaphysical categories, but 
a filial relationship. Taylor finds that the Old Testament term ttSon, 11 which was 
used of Israel, kings, and the Messiah, is far removed in connotation from the 
same term in the Hellenistic milieu. 4 Specifically, he claims that to resort to 
parallels involving Greek mystery religions, or "Caesar-worship, 11 or even 
Hellenistic 11divine men 11 (9eiol ~~vrs) is not worth pursuing. Also, 11to affirm, 
as Bultmann does, that the usage is Gnostic, is only to darken counsel ...... s 
1 JHS, p. 26. 21bid., pp. 27-28. Cf. NJ, p. 27 and CC, p. 18. 
31bi d. , p. 34. 4cf. NJ, PP· 59-60. 
5NJ, p. 60. He refers to Bultmann•s Theologie des Neuen Testaments. 
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Taylor insists, therefore, upon the Old Testament conception of fi lia I consciousness 
out of which Jesus• sense of vocation arose. 1 
None of these decisions upon the context of sue h a term as 11 Son 11 reduces 
the originality or uniqueness of Jesus to that of mere exegete. On the contrary, 
what Taylor takes pains to elucidate is that we need look no further than the Old 
Testament for the proper B. C. milieu of such ideas. 
b) His Work 
(1) Servant of the lord 
Even though Jesus did not, to our knowledge, use the title nthe Servant, n2 
nevertheless, Taylor cites the Servant-passages--! sa. 42:-1-4, 49:-1-6, 50:-4-9, 
and 52:13-53:12--as predominantly influential in Jesus• idea regarding the vocation 
of the Son of Nv::m. He prefers to think that Jesus drew upon Zechariah 9:9f. and 
Psalm 22 in coming to connect the Son of /W:Jn with his suffering mission. 3 It 
was the Old Testament influence that led to Jesus• fusion of the Son of /W:Jn with 
the Servant of the lord. 4 Taylor insists that it was not by inference or proof-
texts from the Old Testament alone that Jesus came to this insight; rather, this 
was ••an entirely original conception of Jesus. u5 Thus the key to this unique sense 
of vocation, according to Taylor, is not in the Old Testament preparation alone, 
1 2 3 JHS I p. 38. NJ I p. 36. JHS I p. 44. 
4 Cf. JHS, pp. 39-48; ANTT, p. 15; and NJ, pp. 36-37. 
5 JHS, p. 32. 
but in a religious experience which was stimulated by, and conformed to, Old 
Testament concepts that were fundamental to Jesus• thought and action. 1 
(2) Sacrifi cia I Categories 
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Where shall we look to find a proper parallel for whatever (if any) sacri-
ficial content was present in Jesus• mind? Greek mystery religions? Various pagan 
and rudely substitutionary rites? The Old Testament? Hands down, Taylor casts 
an affirmative ballot for the Old Testament source. 2 
After arguing that the Old Testament conception of sacrifice is both 11an 
act of communionrr {Robertson Smith 1s view) and 11a gift to God 11 (the view of G. B. 
Gray and G. F. Moore), 3 and after deciding that Jesus• view concerning the 
sacrificial cultus was "bold and detached,n but 11 not one of repudiation, • .4 Taylor 
makes an important twofold conclusion. First, the presumption is that Jesus con-
ceived His death in sacrificial terms. 5 Second, that 11when Jesus spoke of His death, 
His thought was influenced by Old Testament teaching regarding sacrifice. u6 In 
fact, the bond which unites all his thoughts is this sacrificial principle which is 
recast in terms of the Suffering Servant. 7 
1 Cf. PCNTT, pp. 174-175. 
2JHS, pp. 49-74; ANTT, p. 15; GM, p. 125; and CC, pp. 20-23. 
3 JHS, pp. 49-50. 41bid., p. 69. 51bid., p. 74. 
61bid. 7 ANTT, p. 15. 
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Perhaps enough has been presented to capture the flavor of this particular 
formative conclusion. While it has far-reaching implications, the general tenor 
of this hypothesis is clear. It involves a steady presumption in favor of Old Testa-
ment influence upon the thought and life of Jesus. 
8. The Jesus of History and the Christ of Faith 
It may be that one quotation wi II capture the typical position of Taylor 
regarding the indivisible unity of the Jesus of history with the Christ of faith. 
It is this: "We cannot see the Jesus of history if we close our eyes to the Christ 
of faith; we do not see the Christ of faith except in the light of the Jesus of 
history." 1 
Taylor makes this statement of faith against the background of earlier 
attempts to separate Jesus from the Christ of faith. While not unsympathetic to 
their best intentions, he claims that the value of the 11 life-of-Jesus-School 11 was 
mostly negative. Its path should now be marked n•No Through Thoroughfare. •u2 
This same judgment is levied against the Ecclesiastical Lives of Jesus. Taylor 
sees critical dangers of distortion both through ecclesiastical embellishments (a 
historical Jesus in harmony with the great Christian creeds) and through understate-
ment (Life-of-Jesus-School). 3 Thus he goes on record as one who assumes "that 
the Christ of faith is not a delusion •• .4 Indeed, it is only when a historical recon-
struction of the Jesus of history is raised above a portraiture of the great Galilean 
llMJ, p. 36. 2 1bid. I p. 35. 31bid. I p. 37. 41bid. 
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prophet by some degree of reliance upon the reality of the Christ of faith that the 
resultant impression of Jesus can, in any way, parallel the undoubted significance 
of Jesus• place in history. 
The decision is clear. [n Taylor•s mind: 
The believer, however, has no choice. He has no right to 
pose as the impartial spectator sensitive to the charge of 
thinking under the sound of Church bells. He must hear 
the be lis and be loya I to truth. 1 
That truth is the impossibility of separating the Jesus of history from the Christ 
of faith. 
9. The Unity of the Person and the Work of Christ 
A fundamental certainty to Taylor•s biblical methodology--arrived at by 
a combination of presupposition and devoted years in the study of the New Testa-
ment evidence--is his belief in the essential unity of the Person and Work of 
Christ. Since, however, such a supposition can never be fully substantiated, 
it is best treated here as a formative conclusion, rather than as the result of 
Taylor•s investigations into Christology. 
Taylor finds in the concept of the Kingdom of God, not only the centrality 
of Jesus• teaching, but also the thread that dominates both his person and work 
and, in doing so, binds them together. 2 For him: 11Primari ly, the Basi lei a is the 
11bid. 
2 Cf. JHS, pp. 6-11. 
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Rule of God exercised among men and accepted by them. nl Since he conceives 
Jesus to have so understood the Rule of God, Taylor brings both his Christology 
and Soteriology under this •rAriadne thread." So conceived, "what He is and 
what He does are inseparable. 112 
The unity of the Person and Work of Christ is not only a backward highlight-
ing of the explicit message of the historical Jesus. It is much more. It points us 
toward a worthier conception of God. As Taylor said: 1'What Christ does reveals 
who He is, and what He does and is opens out far vistas of the nature and being 
of God. 113 Furthermore, he claims that this is the "common direction 11 in which 
Paul, John, and the author of Hebrews move. 11The Work illuminates the Person 
and the Person explains the Work. 114 Thus viewed, Christ's Person and his Atone-
ment cannot be separated. 5 11 He is what He does. 116 
10. Realized and Future Eschatology 
Ever since J. Weiss and Albert Schweitzer concluded that Jesus' conception 
1 JHS, p. 8. Although this primary consideration is characteristic of Taylor, 
he also finds some room for the concept of the Kingdom as a 11 realm. 11 In 1937 this 
note was declared valid, but nsecondary and derivativeu (JHS, p. 8); in 1954 he 
placed more emphasis upon the intimate relationship of this kingship and a community 
or domain (LMJ, pp. 66-67). 
2 3 . PCNTT I p. 224. (bJd. I p. 228. 
4(bid. 1 P• 232. 
6 cc, p. 69. 
5 Cf. DE, p. 42. 
of the Kingdom was wholly future, 1 and the appearance Dodd•s The Parables of 
the Kingdom in 1935,2 writers on New Testament theology have had to wrestle 
with the polarity contrasts of Konsequente Eschatogie {"consistent 11 or 11thorough-
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going eschatology 11 to use Schweitzer•s phrase) and Dodd 1s nrealized eschatology. 11 
Taylor is no exception. As seemingly consistent arguments can be presented for 
both positions, it is immediately evident that there must be a good deal of presup-
position worked in with the interpretation of the New Testament evidence. 
Taylor agrees that in Jesus• mind the Kingdom was, in some sense, present. 3 
He has said that "in a true sense, 11 Jesus taught a 111 realized eschatology ••• .4 
None the less, Taylor finds that the major emphasis of Jesus was upon the 
Kingdom as future. 5 While the Basileia was, without a doubt, present within the 
ministry of Jesus (cf. Luke 11 :20), sti II "its fulfilment awaits the good pleasure 
of God. u 6 In so concluding, Taylor dissents with Dodd 1s translation of ~,j (jO(eV 
7 ) I~ 
as "has come. 11 Rather, he prefers the more widely accepted meaning of e K K' /w 
1 Cf. Johannes Weiss, Die Predigt Jesu vom Reiche Gottes (Gottingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1892), and Albert Schweitzer, Das Messianitats-und 
Leidensgeheimnis: Eine Skizze des Lebens Jesu {Tubingen:- J. C. B. Mohr 
/faul Siebeckl, 1901). 
- -
2Revised edition; New York: Charles Scribner & Sons, (1935) 1961. 
Cf. Chapter [J. 11The Kingdom of God. 11 
3 4 5 Cf. JHS, p. 184. GM, p. 114. Cf. GM, pp. 114-115. 
6JHS, p. 11. 
7 GM, pp. 166-167. The reference is to Dodd, p. 40. Also, cf. C. H. 
Dodd on this subject in the ET, 48 (1936-37), pp. 141f. 
as "is at hand 11 or 11has drawn near." Interpreted in this way, Taylor finds that 
the apparent gulf between "realized" and "futurist" eschatology is actually less 
than might appear, since, for Jesus, "only a negligible interval is meant." 1 
57 
In light of these dually valid aspects to the message of Jesus, Taylor arrives 
at a position which is typical of much of his theology; in fact, many would claim 
that it is particularly typical of British scholarship as a whole. He embraces a 
uboth-and 11 eschatology. 
Back in 1937 he concluded: "Discussions as to whether the Kingdom is 
present or future are barren; it is obviously both. n2 Writing in 1947, he claimed 
11 it is both present and future, here and coming.u3 Then, summarizing his position 
in 1954, Taylor sagaciously remarked: 
In these questions it is wise not to allow ourselves to 
adopt an attitude of "Either-Or 11 , Entweder-Oder, 
since we can do so only by ignoring or explaining 
away sayings and P<fables which do not support the 
alternative chosen. 
Sometimes a stigma is attached to a nboth-andu position, but it should not 
1 GM, p. 167. 
2 JHS, p. 9. 
3uunsolved New Testament Problems: The Messianic Secret in Mark," 
ET I 59 (1947-48) I p. 151. 
4 LMJ, p. 67. Cf. his earlier sketch of Jesus' life--"The life and Ministry 
of Jesus," in The Interpreter's Bible (New York: Abingdon Press, 1951), VII, 117-
118--in which the same position is upheld. 
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be so in this case. 1 What must be recognized is that however the issue is "resolved, 11 
some degree of tension remains. For now it is sufficient to recognize the nature 
of his 8 both-and" eschatology and to be alert to its repercussions in other areas 
of his biblical interpretation. 
* * * * * * * * * * 
In retrospect, we have observed Taylor•s formative conclusions concerning 
ten issues of primary importance to any New Testament theologian 1s hermeneutical 
structure. It is maintained here that a part of his distinctive contribution is con-
tained within the complex of his solutions to these problem areas. 
C. Tools of His Biblical Methodology 
This section will not require an extended treatment. For various reasons, 
it is, however, desirable to make some preliminary mention of Taylor•s tools of 
biblical methodology before launching into an examination of his areas of possible 
contribution. Within the topics to be covered in this division, there is also warrant 
for a certain unevenness in coverage. This means that, since textual criticism, 
source criticism, and form-criticism are to be given major consideration at a later 
time, they will be dealt with in only a summary fashion here. On the other hand, 
some important things need to be mentioned regarding Taylor•s acknowledged 
presuppositions, his attitude toward philological study, and the historical method. 
1 Cf. Hugh Anderson, 11Existentia I Hermeneutics: Features of the New 
Quest, 11 Interpretation, 16 (1962), 150, where he concludes: "Perhaps the most 
widely held view of recent scholarship has been that it is only by a tour de force 
that the eschatological sayings of Jesus can be pressed either into a ""C''mpJe~ 
•realized• or a •futuristic• interpretation, and that they contain both a present and 
a future element {contrast luke 10:18; 11:20; Matt. 11:5f.; Mark 2:15f., with 
Matt. 6:-10; Mark 14:25). 11 
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1. Acknowledged Presuppositions 
Writing in his first book in 1920, Taylor acknowledged the problem of 
presuppositions in saying that 11 it is not always easy, n when handling controversial 
subjects, 11 to avoid an arbitrary treatment of the New Testament, and to prevent 
philosophic or dogmatic presuppositions from determining purely critical ques-
tions. n 1 And, with characteristic openness, Taylor went on to admit that possibly 
he himself had not escaped such peri Is, yet he hastened on to add: 11 He can only 
say that no pains have been spared to achieve this purpose. 112 Consequently, 
Taylor may be said to have accepted for himself the delicate task of delineating 
acknowledged presuppositions and of guarding against unacknowledged ones. 
Early in his scholarly career he wrote: 
Criticism is and always must be subjective, since of 
necessity it must be influenced and directed by the 
intelligence and the point of view of the critic. 
The corrective, where correction is needed, is 
supplied by time and by the work of other critics,
3 for in the last resort criticism is a corporate task. 
This acknowledgment concerning the subjective nature of criticism he extends to 
the interpretive element in all summaries of New Testament evidence due to the 
point of view of the investigator. 4 Thus, the inevitability of the very process 
1 HEVB ... 
1 p. Ill. 2 tbid., p. iv. 
3Behind the Third Gospel: A Study of the Proto-Luke Hypothesis (Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 1926), p. 32. Hereafter this book will be cited by the 
initials BTG. 
4cf. ANTT, pp. 98-99. 
60 
of New Testament theology--the drawing into some sort of a unity of these diverse 
writings--is recognized as open to interpretive error. 
Taylor includes "reasoned faith 11 as an ingredient in biblical reconstructions, 
and he also holds that even imagination has a role to play, if controlled and 
informed by sound methods and by adequate facts. 1 Belief and imagination are 
thus recognized as possible distorters of the evidence, 2 but Taylor holds that 
without them the evidence does not speak at all. 
An unusual assumption, since it seems alien to much of modern theological 
writing, is Taylor•s mention regarding the danger of understatement. 3 As he says: 
"The only way to deal with bias is to know that is there, and to ask what is its 
justification •• A When this insight is coupled with his assertion that it is the Christ 
of faith 31whose story the Gospels tell,"5 then a characteristic and acknowledged 
presupposition is perceived relative to treating the evidence with full respect 
for the quality of the life the Gospels were seeking to convey to their readers. 
2. Textual Criticism 
Even a rapid perusal of Taylor•s writings will show his consistent attention 
to the considerations of textual criticism. In limited amounts throughout his 
earlier works, manifestly in evidence in his commentary on Nlark, and, above all, 
observable in his introduction to textual criticism itself is Taylor•s concern for the 
best possible New Testament text. 
1 2 3 FGT I pp. 35-36. Cf. LMJ, p. 36. Ibid. I p. 37. 
41bid. 51bid. 1 P• 36. 
61 
3. Source Criticism 
The author of Behind the Third Gospel and The Gospels hardly needs further 
attestation of his ability to handle problems of source criticism and of his reliance 
upon such findings for the validity of subsequent literary and theological conclu-
sions. This early interest in questions of sources has been an abiding one, as can 
be seen from Taylor•s typical treatment of the Passion sayings or the names of Jesus, 
for example, from the standpoint of .Mark, Q, M, and L. Also indicative of 
his continuing interest in this discipline is his statement which comes after an 
extended study of the newer tool, form-criticism. 11 lt is surely a mistake, 11 Taylor 
says, "to regard Form-Criticism as an alternative to Literary and Historical 
C . • . 111 rltiCISm. 
4. Form-Criticism 
Vincent Taylor was among the first English scholars to utilize the possibilities 
of the infant tool, form-criticism. From 1930 forward one is highly conscious 
of the form-critical considerations relating to the Gospel records. 
Without a doubt, Taylor•s use of form-criticism has influenced his biblica I 
methodology. The extent to which it affects his more basic conclusions remains 
yet to be investigated. None the less, it marks his methodology off from many of 
his contemporaries who have not reconciled themselves to its usefulness; and it is, 
therefore, a distinctive part of his biblical methodology. 
1FGT, p. 19. 
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5. Philological Study 
Linguistic comparison, stylistic considerations, statistical findings, and 
lexical studies are all a part of Taylor's biblical methodoJogy. His treatment of 
the Virgin Birth utilized linguistic and stylistic comparison in great thoroughness. 1 
In Behind the Third Gospel, Taylor's computations of statistical correlations between 
Mark and Luke play a large role in the whole Proto-Luke Hypothesis. Throughout 
his trilogy on the Atonement, his trilogy on Christo logy, and, preeminently, in 
his commentary on Mark, lexical and etymological considerations are given a 
great deal of attention. Clearly, Taylor assigns to the words of Scripture real 
force and value. 
While all this can justifiably be said, there is a negative side to note. 
Taylor is quite sensitive to the misuse of word studies. Positively, he holds that 
without them, "the consequences are bad exegesis, theological error, and 
religious confusion. n2 However, negatively, he said concerning lexical studies 
(but which would also apply to all forms of philological endeavor): 11 Lexical 
studies can be no more than a preparatory discipline to the work of exegesis. u3 
One suspects that this warning arises as a reaction against some writers who assume 
too readily that exegesis is mostly a matter of etymology. 4 
1 2 3 HEVB, pp. 55-69. FR, pp. 26-27. ANTT, p. 151. 
411 Derivation merely reveals the hole of the pit out of which they have 
been dug. 11 FR, pp. 30-31. On the other hand, Taylor has recently lamented 
the lessening of emphasis upon the statistical method of dealing with linguistics 
in contemporary theology. Cf. 11Modern Issues in Biblical Studies: Methods of 
Gospel Criticism, 11 ET, 71 (1959-60), 68-72. 
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Even this brief summary is sufficient to substantiate this emphasis within 
Taylor•s method. Understandably, his reliance upon it has diminished since his 
introduction to form-criticism. It has not, however, vanished. It is still apparent 
in its typi ca 1-Taylor-usage, one too I among many. 
6. The Histori ca I Method 
Taylor, in agreement with the contemporary consensus, professes the 
historical-critical method to be a vital necessity to his apprehension of the 
revelation of God in Christ. Moreover, he declares that the rrblind leap of faithn 
may even reach the same conclusions as that of the slower plodding efforts of 
the historian dedicated to the historical method. 1 [f this could be so, Taylor 
rightly asked himself:: Then why not leap? In tum, he answered this persisting 
querry: 
If he (the historian} reaches solid ground, as indeed he 
may, his reward is the consciousness that in his long 
journey he has not divided intelligence and faith. His 
treasure is not a gift passively received, but a possession 
he has been privileged to win, understood and prized 
the more because at times he seemed to be within an 
ace of losing it altogether, but most of all ~ecause 
he now perceives its true nature and value. 
One characteristic of Taylor•s method is his willingness to find a genuine 
place for the reality of faith and theology as part of the real 11stuff11 of history. 
Another characteristic involves the place of historical imagination. 
1 JHS, pp. 248-249. 
21bid. 1 P• 249 o 
The imagination which he (the historian) brings to his 
task ought not to be a matter of adverse criticism, for 
imagination restrained by the facts, is an indispensable 
part of any criticism worthy of the name. 1 
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"Absolute certainty in religious matters, n Taylor asserts, n1 do not believe 
is possible, and I do not think that it is the will of God that we should have it. n2 
Finally, in a particularly revealing comment, Taylor concluded: 
I may perhaps be permitted after many years of unremitting 
study in the basement of the temple of faith humbly to affirm 
the conviction of moral certainty, and I doubt if I could 
have obta1ned it in any other way than by that of criti ca I 
research. 
This claim is indicative of both the spirit of this New Testament scholar and of 
the value he assigns to the historical-critical method. It expresses the rationale 
of a lifetime devoted to the sacrifices and dedication necessary to arrive at such 
certainty; and it serves as a fitting conclusion to this discussion concerning 
Taylor•s biblical methodology. 
* * * * * * * * * * 
Looking back from this point, three major divisions of Taylor•s biblical 
methodology, three of his basic presuppositions, and ten of his most important 
formative conclusions have been surveyed, and six of his tools used in biblical 
study have been indicated. Naturally 1 these are but samplings of his total 
111The Four Document Hypothesis,'1 The London Quarterly Review 1 31-32 
(1926}1 62. 
2
"Modern Issues in Biblical Studies: Methods of Criticism,rr p. 72. 
31bid. 
methodology; however, it is contended here that they are sufficient for their 
intended use--an introduction to Taylor's distinctive hermeneutical mosaic. 
The next task is to survey the thousands of pages of Taylor's works to determine 
wherein he may have made a distinctive contribution to New Testament studies. 
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CHAPTER IV 
A SURVEY OF TAYLOR'S WRITINGS ON THE 
NEW TEST AMENT 
In view of Taylor's prolific literary efforts, a survey which is largely 
descriptive in nature is necessary before it can be ascertained what may be 
his major contributions to New Testament studies. Similarly, it is also 
desirable to sketch the main outlines of Taylor's characteristic emphases. 
For in so doing a background of his critical opinion is established (without 
being overly cluttered with the divergent views of other scholars) against 
which Taylor's possible contributions may be assessed later. Accordingly, 
the purpose in this chapter is to survey Taylor's sixteen books and approximately 
seventy periodical articles, next, to group those writings according to subject 
matter, and then to describe Taylor's position on specific topics. Thus this 
chapter is sufficiently descriptive in character to highlight Taylor's many-
sided interests in the field of New Testament, and the comparative relation-
ship to other critical opinions, although not completely absent here, will be 
reserved for the following chapter when an attempt wi II be made toward an 
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assessment of Taylor•s major contributions to New Testament studies. 
A. Synoptic Criticism 
That Synoptic criticism was being vigorously pursued around the time that 
Taylor began his scholarly output needs little corroborating evidence. The 
proximity between the publication dates of B. H. Streeter 1s The Four Gospels: 
A Study of Origins (1924) 1 and Taylor•s Behind the Third Gospel (1926) was 
not accidental. Taylor•s plunge into the confusing currents of Synoptic criticism 
with his study of the Proto-Luke hypothesis was due to Streeter•s stimulus. 
1. The Proto-Luke Hypothesis 
Intrigued by Streeter•s article, 11 Fresh Light on the Synoptic Problem, 11 
in the Hibbert Journa I for October 1921,2 Taylor decided to test the new 
theory on the Lukan Passion narrative. This he did and found the following 
statistics. 3 In Luke 22:14-24:11, Taylor concluded that only 238 Jv1arkan words 
1 London: Macmillan and Co. , Limited. 
220 (1921); 103-112. Reference is frequently made concerning his 
indebtedness to Canon Streeter•s suggestive theory. Cf. BTG, p. v; 11Proto-
Luke ," ET, 33 (1921-22), 250-252; and even in n Milestones in Books, 11 ET, 
70 (1958-59), 231-233. 
3nProto-Luke, u ET, 33 (1921-22), 250-252. 
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appeared in this section of luke. This count was significantly lower than the figure 
of 507 arrived at by Hawkins in 1906. 1 Of these 238 Marken words, 88 occurred 
in Peter•s denial (Lk. 22:54b-61) and the account of the Burial (Lk. 23:50-53). 
Such a disproportionate distribution led Taylor to agree that Mark was genuinely 
a source for Luke 1s Passion narrative, but in what sense? Besides there being 88 
out of these 238 Marken words bunched in two clusters, Taylor also remarked that 
many of the other parallel words of the remaining 150 were ones without which it 
would be almost impossible to tell the story. Thus, as early as 1922, Taylor con-
eluded that his ucareful studyrr of the passages in Luke 22:14-24:11 11suggests that 
the Marken Source is secondary, not primary, in the Luken Passion Story; the Marken 
passages seem to be additions to an already existing narrative. n2 This enabled 
him to close his first study of the Proto-Luke theory with a cautious statement that 
this 11evidence points to a lukan writing which is earlier than St. Mark•s Gospel. 
Clearly, Luken •stock• is rising! 113 
In the interval between Taylor•s first venture into this theory and the 
appearance of his next article, Streeter•s The Four Gospels was published in 1924. 
Chapter VIII of this epochal book dealt with the Proto-luke hypothesis. Here 
Streeter covered much of the same ground as in his artie le in the Hibbert Journal, 
but modifying it enough to correlate Proto-luke with the Four Document Hypothesis. 
1 Cf. Sir John Caesar Hawkins, Horae Synopticae (Oxford: Clarendon 
Press, 1899). 
211Proto-Luke, 11 p. 251. 31bid. 1 p. 252. 
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Writing on "'The Value of the Proto-Luke Hypothesis" in 1925, 1 Taylor 
praised the appearance of Streeter's book but thought that it was unfortunate that 
Streeter had carried forward the Proto-Luke hypothesis only to a small degree beyond 
its original statement in the Hibbert Journal article. 2 Taylor then went on to 
forecast some of the significant issues on which the Proto-Luke hypothesis might 
shed some light, such issues as the dating of the Last Supper and the Temple 
cleansing and the problem of the alleged 11Paulinism 11 of Luke's Gospel. 3 Then 
Taylor concluded: 
It is a long time since a theory so fruitful was projected, 
and its very fruitfulness measures the need for a careful 4 
scrutiny which is scientific without being unsympathetic. 
Thus phrased, anyone who read between the lines might have suspected that 
Taylor's own book on the subject was in the making. 
a) The Proto-Luke Hypothesis in the Context of Previous Source Criticism 
Taylor placed the appearance of his book, Behind the Third Gospel, within 
a far larger context than merely following on the heels of Canon Streeter's sugges-
tive work. Rather, he suggested that the theory was the logical outcome of a whole 
series of "Synoptic Source-criticism 11 efforts of many scholars concerning the relation-
ship between the sources Mark and Q. 5 He undertook, therefore, a brief survey 
1 ET, 36 (1924-25), 476-477. 21bid., p. 476. Cf. BTG, p. vi. 31bid. 
41bid., p. 477. 
5Q, of course, stands for Quelle, meaning "source," 11spring, nor "origin. 11 
Taylor's cites the symbol as 11apparently ••• first used by J. Armitage Robinson, 
in order to distinguish the sayings-document from the narrative matter (P) derived 
from Peter. Cf. R. H. Lightfoot, History and Interpretation in the Gospels (London: 
Hodder & Stoughton, Ltd., 1935), p. 27.n G, p. 9n. 
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of those investigations which, from his viewpoint, cast some light upon the 
possibility of some such theory as Proto-Luke. 
The first work of consequence to Taylor•s purposes was Bernhard Weiss• 
Life of Christ (1883). 1 In that book, Weiss posited some other source besides Mark 
which gave an account of the life of Jesus. 2 However, it was to Paul Feine, 
fine vorkanonische Uberlieferung des Lukas (1891), 3 whom Taylor credits with 
11the first complete statement of a special documentary source, other than Mk. and 
Q •••• 114 He cited F. C. Burkitt•s Gospel History and its Transmission (1906)5 
for its support for the independence of Luke•s Passion narrative. The next scholar 
to be mentioned was V. H. Stanton for The Gospels as Historical Documents. 6 
Stanton•s contribution was his assumption of an expanded form of Q as Luke 1s 
other principal source. 7 
Two other scholars, Sir John C. Hawkins and J. Vernon Bart let, made 
1 Tr. John Walter Hope (3 vols.; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1883-84). 
Cf. BTG, p. 2. 
2Taylor noted that this was developed further by Weiss in Die Quellen 
der Synoptischen Uberlieferung (Leipsic: Hinricks, 1908), where Weiss called this 
special source L. Cf. BTG, p. 2. 
3Eine vorkanonische Uberlieferung des Lukas in Evangelium und Apostel-
geschichte: eine Untersuchung (Gotha: Perthes, 1891). 
4 BTG, p. 3. 5Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1906. BTG, p. 5. 
63 vols.; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1903-20. Cf. BTG, 
pp. 8-10. 
7 Cf. BTG, p. 8. 
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substantial contributions of varying helpfulness. Hawkins, while not directly for-
warding the hypothesis, did, however, make some conjectures which are not wholly 
hostile to the theory. 1 On the other hand, Bart let closely prefigured the Proto-
Luke hypothesis in claiming that a single document provided most of the non-Markan 
matter in Luke, and that this document's form of Q was appreciably different from 
that of Mark and Matthew. 2 William Sanday's objections to Bartlet's views are 
also considered by Taylor to be a contribution. Sanday called for more stability 
in defining the problem by narrowing down the scope of Q, because Bartlet's use 
of that symbol was quite different from its better known delineation. Taylor 
claimed that this was precisely what Streeter later did. 3 
Finally, Taylor mentioned a book which recurs often in his discussions. 
It is A. M. Perry's The Source of Luke's Passion Narrative, which appeared in 
1920. 4 While Taylor considered that Perry's distinction between the Third 
Evangelist and his Jerusalem source of the Passion had nperhaps a tendency to 
over-precision and an undue emphasis upon phenomena, linguistic and other-
wise •.• , 115 still he lauded it as a "permanent contribution" toward establish-
ing "a non-Markan source11 as the basis of Luke's Passion Narrative. 6 
Turning, then, to Streeter's form of the theory, Taylor gave him full credit 
for the general lines of the Proto-Luke hypothesis and for a theory which meets 
the earlier objections advanced against such a supposition. Only in less important 
1
cf. BTG, pp. 10-11. 2cf. Taylor's summary in BTG, pp. 12-16. 
3BTG, p. 20. 4Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1920. 
5 BTG, p. 21. 
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matters has Taylor departed from Streeter•s statement of the theory. For one thing, 
when Streeter departed from his Two Document Hypothesis starting point, Taylor 
declined to follow Streeter at this point. Another point of dissent concerned the 
intention of the author of Proto-Luke. Streeter held that it was intended to form 
11a complete gospel. u 1 Taylor desired to view it as a 11first draft 11 which was 
never intended for any type of public circulation. 2 A third difference, com-
pletely speculative on both sides, concerns the date of Proto-Luke. Streeter 
first suggested a date of c. A. D. 60 in his Hibbert Journal article. 3 This he 
modified in The Four Gospels to A. D. 60 as the time of Luke 1s notes on what later 
became Proto-Luke, which was probably not written down unti I after PauPs death 
(c. A. D. 66). 4 Taylor has emphasized a date of c. A. D. 60-65 all along. 5 
b) The Foundations of the Proto-Luke Hypothesis 
What does Taylor consider as adequate criteria for establishing the prob-
ability of this hypothesis? Phrased another way, what are his methods? Taylor 
lists six considerations which he holds as necessary to establishing the theory, 
and, significantly, he insists that it is their cumulative force that carries the 
decision. These six are: (1} the percentage of common words; (2) the distribution 
of such common words; (3) the order in which these word clusters appear; (4) ev-
idences of stylistic improvements or editorial modification; {5) the question of 
inherent harmony, or:: Does it fit its context?; and {6) its relationship to the 
1The Four Gospels, p. 221. 2 BTG, p. 212. 
3
streeter, 11Fresh Light on the Synoptic Problem," p. 112. 
4Pp. 218-219. 5 BTG I p. 212. 
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author•s (supposed) intentions. 1 Taylor admits that these criteria are both objec-
tive and subjective, and that they are capable of distortion if not used wisely. 
None the less, he launches into his inquiry of the sources behind the Gospel of 
Luke with these six principles at work. 
It is significant (and wi II become even more so later in our discussion) that 
Taylor begins the investigation of the Proto-Luke hypothesis with an examination 
of the Lukan Passion and Resurrection narratives. Within each distinguishable 
unit of the tradition, Taylor•s typical procedure is to give the percentage of words 
common to Mark, discuss their distribution and order, point out evidences where 
the degree of reliance or non-reliance is especially noteworthy, and to come to 
some conclusion regarding the source behind the incident--Markan or non-Markan. 
His findings on this section of material (Lk. 22-24) are that only two narratives--
the Denial by Peter and the Burial--come from Mark. They are 11best explained, .. 
says Taylor, as 11Markan insertionsn into a source independent of Mark. 2 That 
11 insertionsu is a fair description is substantiated, according to Taylor, by the con-
tinuity of the non-Markan narratives, by the connections between them, and by 
the consistency of its nportraiture of Christ 11 throughout. 3 He goes on further to 
argue that the evidence points to this non-Markan source as a document. 4 And 
for the capstone of this argument, Taylor points to the twelve u:inversionsn in order 
between Luke and Mark in this section, as was noted by Hawkins. 5 While Hawkins 
libido I PP• 29-32. 21bid. 1 P• 68. 31bid. 1 PP• 68-69 o 41bid. 1 P• 71. 
5sir John C. Hawkins, 11Three Limitations to St. Luke 1s Use of St. Mark 1s 
Gospel, 11 in Studies in the Synoptic Problem, ed. W. Sanday (Oxford: Clarendon 
Press, 1911), pp. 81-83. 
called them J'inversions 11 in order, Taylor argues that they are 11 inversionsJ1 only 
if assumed reliance upon the Markan order is allowed. To the contrary, Taylor 
holds that these twelve 11variations 11 more likely suggest that Luke was following 
another source, because the two genuinely Marken incidents within this whole 
complex are inserted in Luke according to their normal sequence in Mark, thus 
strengthening his central conviction that Luke knew Mark's order but preferred 
another source to it. 1 All this adds up to evidence in favor of the Proto-Luke 
hypothesis. Taylor concluded this section by declaring that such phenomena 
furnish us with strong reasons for thinking that the 
substance of Lk. xxii. -xxiv. was put together-
independently of Mk., and that it existed as a 
dOcument before St. Luke had seen Mk. At a 
later time the Third Evangelist expanded the 
2 Passion narrative by inserting extracts from Mk. 
Taylor ventures that, if the Lukan Passion narrative is accepted as based upon a 
non-Markan source, there is 11an antecedent improbabi lityn of such a source 
being limited to the Passion story. 3 
(n this manner he then approaches the balance of Luke--1: 1-21:4 and the 
eschatological discourse, 21:5-36--to separate the Marken from the non-Markan 
sections. This examination he carries out in his usual methodical manner. He 
next goes on to study Luke's use of Mark, then Luke's use of Q, and sets forth 
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1BTG, pp. 73-74. Proleptically, Taylor finds further substantiating evidence 
in that Luke was extremely faithful to the Marken order when relied upon throughout 
Lk. 1-21; as he says: nWherever and however he uses Mk. he observes its order. 11 
Ibid., p. 74. 
2 Jbid. 1 PP• 74-75. 3Jbid. 1 P• 75. 
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some provisional grounds for the continuity of a main non-Markan source. Actually, 
a II this is the necessary preparatory study for his argument of the Proto-luke hy-
pothesis, which arises in Chapter VIII. 
In an important summary statement to Chapter VII, Taylor listed the Luken 
sections that he regards as a 11continuous non-Markan source. 11 11This source is 
to be found in Lk. iii. i-iv. 30, v. 1-11, vi. 12-viii. 3, ix. 51-xviii. 14, xix. 
1-28, xix, 37-44, xix. 47-8, and xxii. 14-xxiv (less the Marken additions). 111 
This, then, is the material for which Taylor proposes the Proto-Luke hypothesis 
as the best probable explanation. 
It might be well to use Taylor•s description of the theory. 
The Proto-Luke Hypothesis ••• posits a continuous 
non-Markan source, consisting mainly of Q matter and 
material peculiar to Lk., as the foundation and framework 
of the Third Gospe I. This document represents the first 
stage in the composition of lk., although, at the time 
when it was constructed, no thought of the larger work 
was in the writer•s mind. At that time, his purpose was 
to give to the source commonly known as Q a narrative 
form, by adding to it stories and parables which by his 
own research he had gathered, and in particular an account 
of the Passion and Resurrection of Christ. Immediate pub-
lication may not have been the object in view, but sub-
sequently this document was used in the construction of 
a larger work, the Third Gospel, which, though addressed 
to an individual, was certainly intended for wider circula-
tion. Proto-luke, for so we may call this document, was 
the main source used in compiling the Gospel. Into it 
large extracts from Mk. have been inserted, and the 
whole has been preceded by the Birth and [nfancy narra-
tives and the Preface to the Gospel (i. 1-4). Such, then, 
1BTG, p. 180. The Marken additions mentioned here apply only to the 
section xxii. 14-xxiv. 
is Proto-luke, and to its description we may add the 
claim that it consists of the continuous non-Markan 
source, whose unity was discussed and provisionally 
affirmed in the last chapter. 1 
In establishing the case for the Proto-Luke hypothesis, Taylor lists seven 
main considerations: (1) the non-Markan character of the Passion Narrative; 
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(2) luke•s use of Mark; (3) luke 1s use of Q; (4) the relationship of Markan sections 
to what is presumed to be a continuous non-Markan source; (5) the 11Markan omis-
sions112; (6) various phenomena within luke such as luke 3::1-2a, the genealogy's 
position, the order of the Markan material utilized in Luke, the place of the 
Sermon at Nazareth, the nGreat Interpolation" (Lk. 9:51-18:14), placement of the 
blind man•s cure at Jericho, and the 11 implications of St. Luke 1s Preface 1 •; and 
(7) considerations of luke•s literary methods, including the "We-sections11 in 
Acts. 3 At a later time we will refer back to the relative emphasis put upon the 
sequence of this list, but for now it is sufficient to call attention to these seven 
as the foundations of the Proto-luke hypothesis. 
c) The Value of Proto-luke 
The value of the Proto-luke theory is not specifically tied to the authorship 
of either it or the Gospel of Luke. Yet, the fact that Taylor supports lukan (the 
11bid., p. 182. Although, it is not always desirable to quote such a long 
paragraph,the descriptive quality of this one presents a concise explanation of 
the hypothesis. 
2For a list of these omissions, cf. BTG, pp. 136-137. The most important 
one, of course, is J•The Great Omission 11 of Mark 6:45-8:26. 
3For the listing of these seven factors and their discussion, cf. BTG, pp. 
183-201. 
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companion of Paul) authorship for both certainly does not diminish its value. Taylor 
has consistently upheld the Lukan authorship of the Third Gospel. 1 
Implicitly, also, the dating of Proto-Luke has something to do with its 
value. It is Taylor•s contention that the common authorship of both Proto-Luke 
around A. D. 60-652 and the Gospel of Luke around A. D. 80-85 provides the best 
explanation for both the earlier and later elements in the Gospel. 3 Thus, the 
elements in the Gospel which suggest the theology and thinking of the Church 
before the fall of Jerusalem in A. D. 70 are able to be viewed alongside the 
thinking of twenty years later, which quite possibly does include reminiscences 
of that climactic event (Lk. 21::20). 4 
In undertaking his examination of the Proto-Luke theory, Taylor argued: 
The theory, I would urge, is scientific, for it deals with 
facts, linguistic, literary, and historical; it also has a 
practical value because if sound, it supplies us with a 
fresh angle from which to stu<!>' the life, personality, 
and teaching of Jesus Christ. 
That such a goal is conceivable is of great importance to Taylor. This has been 
necessitated by the trend of biblical criticism to steadily depreciate the tradition 
peculiar to the Third Gospel, or at least to place it in a tertiary position to Mark 
and Q. 6 Taylor contends that the Proto-Luke hypothesis enables us to reverse the 
1 Cf. 11The Lukan Authorship of the Third Gospel and the Acts, 11 The Expos-
itor, 9th Series (October 1925}, 282-291; BTG, pp. 69 and 202-203; G, pp. 72-
73; and this recent comment: J10n the question of authorship, we may, with some 
confidence, conclude that the Third Gospel was written by Luke the beloved 
physician. Jl 11 Gospel of Luke, u I DB, Ill, 181. 
2BTG, p. 212. 3BTG, p. 272. 41bid. 51bid., p. vii. 
61bid. 1 P• 274. 
critical trend--from four Gospels, to Mark and John, to Mark and John~ a 
"doubtful allyn--and to 11claim a third separate authority in Proto-Luke •••• n 1 
Therefore, on the value of the tradition behind Proto-Luke, Taylor agrees with 
Streeter•s estimate, i.e., that Proto-Luke is 11an early and reliable historical 
work" and is ••certainly a first-class authority •comparable to Mark 1 • n2 
d) The Provisiona I Form of Proto-Luke 
In 1927 Taylor published 0 a provisional formJ• of the text of Proto-Luke 
according to his delineation of it in Behind the Third Gospel. 3 Even though it 
was 11a draft and not a final Gospel, 11 Taylor places a high estimate on its value. 
He states: J•With the exception of Q, Proto-Luke is the earliest form of Gospel 
writing laid bare by the scalpel of New Testament criticism. n4 
2. The Q Hypothesis 
It is certainly arguable that Taylor•s spirited defense of the Q hypothesis 
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throughout the years is the reverse side of his support of the Proto-Luke hypothesis. 
This is so because he conceives the origin of the Third Gospel to have involved 
at least three stages. First, he posits the existence of the Q document itself. 
Second, he contends that this basal Q was expanded by the addition of narrative 
sections {L), i.e., Proto-Luke. Third, he believes the Marken materia I was added 
to produce what is now known as the Third Gospel. 5 In brief, Q is the 11backbone 11 
11bid., p. 218. 21bid., p. 254. Cf. Streeter, The Four Gospels, p. 222. 
3The First Draft of St. Luke 1s Gospel (London: Society for Promoting Christian 
Knowledge, 1927). Hereafter this bOok wi II be cited by the initials FDLG. 
41bid. 1 P• 8. 5 BTG, p. 163. 
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into which the specifically Lukan matter (L) was fitted. JJOnly as the Q material 
comes to be exhausted is the relationship reversed. n 1 Consequently, Taylor1s 
imaginative and continuing support of the Q hypothesis is understandable. 
In his 1920 discussion of the Virgin Birth, Taylor discussed the various 
conflicting opinions concerning Q--Matthean Logia, a collection of Messianic 
proof-texts, a Gospel, and a collection of the sayings of Jesus--but came to no 
I • . . 2 cone uston as to tts prectse nature. 
Writing in Behind the Third Gospel, Taylor, of necessity, dealt with Q. 
While he holds that a view of Q as wholly oral is highly improbable, neverthe-
less, the Proto-Luke hypothesis could sti II be conceived. 3 However, his pref-
erence throughout the book is to consider Q as a document, short on narrative, 
and containing mostly the sayings of Jesus. Thus, while Taylor holds that the 
Proto-Luke hypothesis is not dependent upon any one view of Q, Taylor consistently 
assumes the documentary source Q as common to both Luke•s and Matthew•s sayings 
collections (with room for some differences) and as the basis for what later became 
in Luke a narrative Q--Proto-Luke. 4 
Taylor•s next treatment of Q occurred in The Gospels. There he decided 
11bid., p. 159. This statement applies to the 11so-called Greater lnter-
polation•'T[k. 9:51-18::14) as well as to Lk. 3:1-4::30 and Lk. 6::12-8:3. 
2 HEVB, p. 7. 3BTG, pp. vii and 144. Cf. also FDLG, p. 8. 
4This view of Q, Taylor held to be typical for Britain. He wrote: Jlln 
the main, British scholarship continues to hold firmly to the documentary theory 
of Q. 31 11The Synoptic Gospels, and Some Recent British Criticism, 11 Journal of 
Religion, 8 (1928), 228. 
that the sayings material common to Matthew and Luke is between 200 to 250 
verses. 
1 Then, founded upon the basic presupposition of all forms of the Q 
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hypothesis--that Matthew and Luke were not dependent upon each other--Taylor 
decided that the 11best explanation is the theory of parallel collections. 112 One 
other point of importance was tentatively made. Relying upon Streeter3 and 
J. M. C. Crum, 4 Taylor decided that Mark did not use Q. 5 On the basis of these 
opinions and those previously expressed, we can now, in retrospect, observe 
Taylor's evolving conception of Q. 
When, in 1933, Taylor undertook to deal with the source Q in the light 
of his form-critical studies, he rejected the delusion that 11Q remained one and 
the same entity over a number of years. 116 On the contrary, he stresses that 11 0 
began as a sayings-source pure and simple, ,,7 but that into whatever community 
this cluster of sayings found its way, it was immediately met by existing units of 
other sayings and narratives, thus being supplemented, differently according to 
different communities, from the very beginning. Taylor further urges that Q, 
as we view it in the Gospels, has already admitted certain stories about Jesus and 
parables. Hence, the catechetical need which prompted Q's origin also contributed 
to its instability as a fixed entity. Therefore, Taylor implies, Q, even though 
1G, p. 20. 2 tbid., p. 22. 3TheFourGospels, p. 191. 
4The Original Jerusalem Gospel: Being Essays on the Document Q (london: 
Constable & Co., Ltd., 1927), pp. 167-190. 
5cf. G, pp. 28-29, and GM, p. 87. 6F GT, p. 182. 
7tbid. 
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documentary, could be a varied as the various communities whose lives it fed and 
to whose needs it responded. 
The following year, 1934, Taylor undertook to essay the status of the Q 
hypothesis. He admitted that Q had been enthusiastically pursued for some time, 
but that in the last twenty years nthe search has entered upon a more sober phase. 
For the most part critics look wistfully toward a stationary, if not a receding goa1,"1 
i. e., that of ever reconstructing Q. However, even though he admitted that Q 
can never be wholly reconstructed without uncertainty, yet he refused to accede 
that the search was merely an academic inquiry. On the contrary, since the source 
Q takes us into the grey era of A. D. 50-60, "any investigator who takes but a 
few steps farther in the pursuit of Q makes a real contribution to our knowledge 
of Christ and of Christian Origins; and this is its own reward •••• n2 
Taylor discussed four possible solutions to the problem of the uEiusive Q 11 
in this article. First, he considered the old argument of editorial modifications 
as the solution to why Group A sayings (50-80% agreement in wording between 
Matthew and Luke) and Group B sayings (only 20-50% agreement) were so diver-
gent. Secondly, he took up the explanation of different recensions of Q--QMt 
and Qlk. Thirdly, he mentioned Streeter•s view that whereas both Matthew and 
luke used Group A sayings,. L~~7 ~t<lJ.'~~ ~l~s~r to the original Group B sayings, 
. ~ ·"· .~. :'"; ~~ ~~ ..... ~:· .. ~~l..;.' ~<" 
.. " . . . .. {}.' .. 
lnsome Outstandin/N~:N'¥~s'fJ~~;"'Problems: I. The Elusive Q, 11 ET, 
46 (1934-35) 1 69 o 
2 tbid., p. 70. 
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while Matthew, as his practice was, conflated the sayings of his peculiar source 
(M) with Group B, thus producing wide differences from Luke's Group B. Lastly, 
Taylor took up the source-critical work of Bussmann, 1 who holds that Q can be 
divided into two groups: Twas a Greek source and R was an Aramaic source, thus 
positing an explanation of translation variants. 2 
From the discussion of these four alternatives, Taylor concluded that Streeter's 
explanation was the best, but that both Streeter's and Bussmann's are 11alternative 
explanations of the same literary phenomena. u3 That Taylor accepts Streeter's 
as the better of the two no doubt reflects his admiration for Streeter's work, but 
it is also decided upon the grounds of a typical presupposition of Taylor's (See 
earlier pp. 59-60 ), that is, "preference should obviously be given to the simpler 
hypothesis ••••• A But, while this explanation of Streeter's was Taylor's choice 
at that time, nevertheless, he admitted that, for British scholarship as a whole, 
the position concerning the Q hypothesis was best described as a 11stalemate. u5 
A decade later, when defending the Proto-Luke hypothesis against C. S. 
Petrie's attack, Taylor agreed on the nebulous nature of Q, which cannot be 
precisely delineated nor its unity assumed. However, Taylor refused to limit Q 
to approximately 120 verses (Group A), where the verbal similarity was close, 
lo. Wilhelm Bussmann, Synoptische Studien (3. Bde.; Halle: Waisenhause, 
1925-31). 
2
usome Outstanding New Testament Problems: [. The Elusive Q, 11 pp. 70-
74. 
3[bid., p. 74. 4 Ibid. 5Ibid., p. 70. 
and to reject the remaining 100 or more verses (Group B), where the agreement 
is much slighter. 1 
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It would appear that in the interim between 1934 to 1953 Taylor devoted 
most of his time and effort to his trilogy on the Atonement and his great commentary 
on Mark. Consequently, there was little written on synoptic criticism. So from 
the beginnings of his work until 1953, his position on the Q hypothesis was largely 
derivative from Streeter, although Taylor did investigate it for himself. Never-
theless, his conclusions contained little that was creative and nothing to break the 
apparent 11stalemate 11 on the problem. 
In 1953 this changed. Writing on nThe Order of Q, n2 Taylor presented, 
in the briefest form possible, an attempt to show a common order of Q in both 
Matthew and luke. The uniqueness of his approach had been prefigured in dis-
cussions concerning Matthew for generations, but had never before been viewed 
as useful in solving the problem of Q. What Taylor did was to set out a comparison 
of luke•s order of Q over against Matthew•s order; but instead of one column for 
Matthew, Taylor compared luke 1s continuous order against the 11five booksrr of 
Matthew plus one further column-Mt. 5-7, Mt. 10, Mt. 13, Mt. 18, Mt. 23-
25, and the rest of Matthew. [n each occurrence of a Q passage in luke, except 
for the uRest of Matthew, 11 the same sequence shows up under each of the five main 
Matthean discourses. These striking results suggested to Taylor only two possible 
explanations: (1) Either one Evangelist relied upon the other Gospel, or (2) 11 both 
1uThe Proto-luke Hypothesis: A Rejoinder, nET, 54 (1942-43), 219. 
2 JTS, 4 (1953), 27-31. 
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Evangelists used a common documentary source. u 1 Rejecting the first possibility 
as unlikely, Taylor found that such evidence, coupled with other arguments in 
favor of Q, raise the hypothesis of Q as a written source "to a remarkable degree 
of cogency 1 short only of demonstration. n
2 Thus, not only is the written nature 
of the source Q advanced higher in probability, but the Lukan order is vindicated. 
In an expanded version of this 1953 article, 3 Taylor resumed the same 
argument, but enlarged it to cover all the material relevant to Q. His conclusions 
are the same, only more pointed. After comparing Luke's order over against the 
six columns of Matthean material, he concluded: 
The investigation has confirmed the view that Luke 
has preserved the order of Q and has followed it with great 
fidelity. It has shown further that Matthew knew the same 
order and was aware of it when he made editorial adjust-
ments and conflated Q with Mark and M. If we reject, as 
we must, the hypothesis of Luke's dependence on fv4t:ltt., 
the result of a comparison of the order of the sayings in 
Matt. and Luke is to demonstrate the existence of Q, so 
far as this is possible in the case of a source known to us 
from its use in the two Gospels. 4 
Such is Taylor's position on the Q hypothesis. That his current position 
is no longer derivative appears clear. Therefore, provisionally at this point, 
1Jbid. 1 P• 31. 
2Ibid. 
3
"The Original Order of Q," in New Testament Essays: Studies in Memory 
ofT. W. Manson, ed. A. J. B. Higgins (Manchester: 1\'\Cinchester University 
Press, 1959), pp. 246-269. 
4Ibid. I PP• 266-267. 
85 
it would seem reasonable to predict that the possibility of a finding in favor of 
his unique contribution in this area of New Testament studies is highly probable. 
3. His Position on Other Source Questions 
Taylor developed his version of the Proto-Luke hypothesis on the basis of 
the Two Document Hypothesis. 1 As he readied the book for publication, Streeter•s 
Four Document Hypothesis was set out in The Four Gospels. 
Streeter intended his theory as a substitute for the older theory, since, in 
his words, it had ttbroken down. n2 Taylor has never accepted this estimate of 
the Four Document•s place in the stream of ongoing New Testament criticism. 
Instead, Taylor welcomed the newer theory of Streeter•s but as rran enlargement 
of the hypothesis which it supercedes. u3 Similarly, he viewed it as "supplementary 
and not as an alternative theory. n4 Writing in 1928, and although sympathetic 
to the possibilities of doing greater justice to Synoptic criticism through the Four 
Document Hypothesis, but continuing to reject the notion that the Two Document 
Hypothesis had 11broken down, 11 Taylor admitted that the 11additional keys 11 , or better, 
rra more perfected key 11 was required to attain greater precision in source criticism. 5 
1cf. BTG, p. vi. 2 Streeter, The Four Gospels, p. 235. 
3uThe Four Document Hypothesis, 11 The London Quarterly Review, 31-32 
(1926), 49. 
4Ibid. I p. 50. 
511The Synoptic Gospels and Some Recent British Criticism, 11 Journal of 
Religion, 8 (1928), 231. 
That key was the Four Document Hypothesis: he adopted it and made it the basis 
of his future investigations. 
a) The Source M 
Writing in 1926, Taylor adopted Streeter's symbol M for the material 
peculiar to Matthew's Gospel, but he was cautious. He said: 11The source M, 
if it ever existed, has found its grave in a single Gospel. We know M if, and 
only as, we find it in Matthew."1 Later, it seems that his reluctance to posit 
the source M was overcome. However, M has never been a popu Jar source in 
Taylor's theological constructions. He once said disparagingly that it contains 
those stories which 11provide unbelief with its sharpest stones and Hollywood with 
its brightest inspirations. rr2 Yet, on the other hand, recently Taylor called for 
a renewed study of this source. He stated: 
It is desirable that M should be investigated more 
closely. This task has been waiting for a generation, and 
it will always 9Jove difficult, since theM sayings are found 
in Matt. only. 
In summary, Taylor holds M to have been a document. Its contents are 
not highly regarded by him. But rather than saying that source criticism's separa-
tion of this source from the others leads to its depreciation, he asserts: 
On the contrary, its (source criticism's) value is that it 
discriminates between this stratum and others, thereby 
throwing into relief the superior value of the Markan 
and Lukan tradition. It delivers us from the paralysing 
111The Four Document Hypothesis In p. 57. 
3
"The Original Order of Q, 11 p. 267. 
2 LMJ, p. 20. 
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fear that to challenge a single narrative or group of 
narratives is to undermine the historical value of the 
Gospels as a whole. 1 
b) The Source L 
Taylor has not been too comfortable with the term, 11the Four Document 
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Hypothesis. 11 He decided that the new suggestion of an L document was rrneither 
necessary or desirable. n2 Not only does viewing Las a document reduce Luke 
from an author to a compiler, 3 but, Taylor holds, ''L never had an independent 
existence. 114 Rather, it was more likely a cycle of oral tradition which existed 
around Caesarea in A. D. 60. 5 
A statement of Taylor's wi II make a fitting conclusion to this topic. 
1 
It may well be that L was an oral source, and that the 
theory with a future is a three-document Hypothesis 
which posits the use of Mark, Q, and M, supplemented 
by oral sources in the L tradition, the Birth Stories of 
Luke, and the narratives peculiar to Matthew. Doc-
umentary hypotheses are not likely to be abandoned, 
but it is probable that all the Evangelists, including 
the Fourth Evange I i st, have drawn upon ora I tradition 
6 to a greater extent than has been commonly recognized. 
G, p. 66. 
2
"The Four Document Hypothesis, 11 p. 60. 
3Ibid. I p. 58. 
41bid. 1 P• 60. 
5Ibid., p. 61 and G, pp. 32-33. 
6 LMJ, p. 14. 
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c) Other Sources 
Taylor recognizes the validity of speaking of a Markan sayings source. 
This was distinct from Q. He prefers to think that these sayings came from 11an 
independent sayings-collection" in preference to the broader category of ora I 
d• . 1 tra 1t1on. 
Concerning the Fourth Gospel, it would appear that Taylor has changed 
his mind over the period of several years. Writing in 1930, he said:- 11The Fourth 
Evangelist has used Mark as a source •••• n2 But later this confidence is missing. 
He did not even mention Mark as one of John 1s possible sources in 1952,3 and 
in 1954 he called John "an independent tradition of great value to the historian. n4 
1 GM, pp. 77 and 262. 
2 G, p. 10. 
3 GM, pp. 67-77. 
4 LMJ, p. 27. 
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B. Form-Criticism 
Formgeschichte is a relatively new method of Gospel criticism. Its name 
and its origins are German. Formgeschichte involves a study of the history (or the 
story) of the form or structure of the primitive Gospel tradition before it was committed 
to the written form of the Gospels as we now know them. Taylor has suggested 
"Form-Criticism 11 as 11perhaps the best British equivalent~'~' to the German term. 1 
The pioneers of form-criticism published their first works immediately follow-
ing the First World War. N\artin Dibelius published his work in 1919. It was entitled 
Die Formgeschichte des Evangeliums. 2 While written earlier, K. L. Schmidt 1s 
suggestive work, Der Rahmen der Geschichte Jesu, also appeared in 1919. 3 
Shortly thereafter, one of the great New Testament scholars of our era, Rudolf 
Bultmann, published in 1921 his book Die Geschichte der synoptischen Tradition. 4 
Taylor refers to this work as 11one of the most important contributions to Gospel 
Criticism which has appeared in our time .••• er5 Another influential work, 
which came out the same year as Bultmann's, was M. Albertz• Die synoptischen 
Streitgesprdche. 6 The next year, 1922, a form-critical work concerning the 
1FGT I p. 10. 
2Herausgegeben von Gunther Bornkamm (3. Auflage; Tubingen: J. C. B. 
Mohr /Paul Siebeckl, /f91971959). 
- - -
3Berl in: Trowitzsch, 1919. 
43. Auflage; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, (1921) 1957. 
5FGT, p. 13. 6Berlin: Trowitzsch, 1921. 
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passion narratives appeared entitled Die Leidensgeschichte Jesu und der Christuskult 
1 
by G. Bertram. 
The second stage of form-criticism•s progress was marked by Erich Fascher•s 
Die formgeschichtliche Methode, 2 which chronicled the beginnings of the new type 
of criticism and made an assessment, cautious in direction, of its usefulness for 
historical criticism. A number of significant works appeared around this time, 
for example, by L. Brun, P. Fiebig, Schmidt, H. Windisch, M. Goguel, Oscar 
Cullmann, Bultmann, Dibelius, and L. Koehler, 3 which do not require our atten-
tion at this point. Perhaps, the point to be stressed is that work in this area by 
English-speaking scholars is noticeable by its absence. 
1. His Early Acceptance of the Tool 
The honor of being the first to introduce to English readers the aims of 
Formgeschichte is not without some debate. However, it seems probable that 
H. J. Cadbury4 should be accorded the laurels. 5 In any case, the first work of 
real significance concerning form-criticism in English was B. S. Easton•s The 
1 Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1922. 
2 Giessen: Alfred Topelmann, 1924. 
3 Cf. FGT, pp. 18-19. 
4 11Between Jesus and the Gospels, 11 Harvard Theological Review, 16 
(1923), 81-92. Taylor cites W. K. L. Clarke, who wrote concerning the new tool 
around 1925, but Cadburls article was earlier. 
5cf. Duane Allison Walker, 11The Views of Charles Harold Dodd concerning 
the New Testament 11 {unpublished Th.D. dissertation, Boston University, 1956), 
p. 66n. 
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Gospel Before the Gospels. 1 This book is a conservative critique of 11form-
history, 112 to use Easton's term, in which the more radical extremes of Dibelius• 
and Bultmann's form-critical results are rejected. 
Taylor first discussed Formgeschichte while in the process of refuting 
Stromholm's suggestion that Jesus had lived long before both Paul and Peter and 
was in no sense their contemporary. 3 It wi II be of interest to quote Taylor's 
statements on form-criticism, since they indicate his position before he under-
took a closer study of the subject, and because they show in certain respects 
the degree to which he later modified his position. He wrote:-
This Formgeschichte criticism is being vigorously pursued 
in Germany, and also in France and America •••• The 
exaggerations of those who are obsessed by the possibilities 
of the newest forms of criticism wi II serve a useful purpose 
if they reca II us to this task/[ e., discovering the marks 
of the primitive communitiesupon the Gospels7. And in 
projecting it British scholarship has a sovereign advantage 
in the conviction, hard-won after decades of patient 
research, that the Gospels are at the bottom historical 
documents. The intellectual process involved in the 
sayings and narratives which present difficulties is not 
one which begins in the air; it takes its rise in a real 
knowledge of Jesus and His teaching, preserved sub-
stantially in the Synoptic Gospels, very large tracts of 
which are entirely free from apologetic and controversial 
interests. 4 
1 New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1928. 
2Ibid.' p. 31. 
311Professor Stomholm's Riddle, 11 Hibbert Journal, 25 (1926-27), 285-298. 
41bid., p. 298. Brackets were not in Taylor's statement. 
It is readily apparent that he concluded those remarks with a claim which he was 
to drastically alter in The Formation of the Gospel Tradition. 1 
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In another article in 1927,2 Taylor mentioned the work of Dibelius, Schmidt, 
and others as evidence that the New Testament narratives "do not melt away in such 
inquiries, but it is no less evident that a new approach must be made to the whole 
question of the historical foundations of the Gospels. u3 Then, the following year, 
as he surveyed the New Testament work being done at that time, he lamented that 
11 1ittle or nothing has appeared from the pens of British scholars 11 on the views of 
the formgeschichtliche Schule. 4 
These early references to form-criticism precede Taylor1s detailed study 
of the method in 1928. 5 Chapter [I in The Gospels (1930) discussed this new 
tool of gospel criticism. This interest and study culminated in a series of lectures 
delivered in 1932 at the University of Leeds. These were published in book form 
as The Formation of the Gospel Tradition in 1933. 
Taylor prefaced the lectures by saying: '1Form-Criticism has attracted too 
little attention in Great Britain, and I hope that these Lectures wi II do something 
1 Cf. FGT, pp. 174-180. 
211The Fourth Gospel and Some Recent Criticism, 11 pp. 99-106. 
3Ibid. 1 P• 740. 
4,.The Synoptic Gospels and Some Recent British Criticism," p. 229. 
5[t was at that time that W. F. Howard explicitly drew Taylor•s attention 
to Dibelius• book on form-criticism. Cf. Taylor, nMiJestones in Books, u p. 232. 
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to fi II a gap in our discussions. 111 That it achieved this purpose was the opinion 
of one reviewer who lauded it as .,a new thing of the very first importance for the 
English-speaking world of critical New Testament scholarship •••• 112 He went 
on to say: uwe have reason to be grateful that the Form-criticism has been 
3 introduced to us by such sane and competent scholarship as Dr. Taylor•s. 11 
Such, then, was Taylor•s introduction to, and subsequent adoption of, the 
form-critical method. Precisely what has been his approach, the tenor of his 
conclusions, and his characteristic emphases are the topics of the following 
discussion. 
2. Taylor•s Revisions of Form-critical Theory 
In order to set Taylor•s possible contribution to this area of criticism in 
context, a summary of the form-critical method is required. Therefore, before 
proceeding with the revisions carried out by Taylor, a brief as possible character-
ization of form-criticism will be made, utilizing a lot of material contained in 
Easton, A. H. McNeile, E. Basil Redlich, and Taylor, whose own book is a 
combination of a summarization of the method, coupled with his criticisms, 
revisions, and independent reworking of the material. 
1 FGT I p. v. 
2Anonymous, Review of The Formation of the Gospel Tradition, by Vincent 
Taylor, ET, 44 (1932-33), 252. 
3Ibid. I p. 253. 
a) A Summary of the Form-critical Method 
This is Taylor•s own description of form-criticism•s starting point, which 
later he admits to be 0 fully justified. 111 
Form-Criticism is primarily concerned with the oral 
period, although, in the nature of things, it is 
compelled to take its point of departure from the 
Synoptic Gospels. The basal assumption is that 
during this period the tradition circulated mainly 
in separate oral units which can be classified 
according to their form. It is believed, further, 
that much may be inferred regarding the origin of 
these units, the causes which gave rise to them, 
and the changes they underwent unti I in course of 
time they were given a written form. 2 
Amplifying this a bit, form-criticism, through a study of the literary forms found 
in the Synoptic Gospels, is an attempt to get behind the written sources to the 
oral tradition itself (77o<p~bouts) and there to discover the age, validity, and 
historical value of the tradition. 
To fulfil this objective, the form-critical methodology involves at least 
three steps: (1) classifying the Synoptic material according to its form; (2) seek-
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ing to determine the tradition•s original form by perceiving, if possible, the changes 
it underwent while in oral circulation; and (3) attempting to establish the Sitz im 
---
Leben (life-situation) out of which the tradition arose. 3 
In addition to the ora I, self-contained, and classifiable nature of the 
tradition, form-criticism proceeds with some other allied assumptions. One of 
lFGT, p. 39. 21bid. I p. 10. 
3Jbid. 1 PP• 22-27. 
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these has to do with the factors which gave rise to, and preserved, the material. 
Such factors are usually thought to be the practical needs of preaching, teaching, 
and worship. A second common assumption is that the tradition had no rea I interest 
in biographical, chronological, or geographical details. The third assumption, 
and, perhaps, the most open to divergent opinion, involves the belief that rrlaws 
of ora I tradition 11 can be uncovered which wi II enable the researcher to retrace the 
path along which the particular unit of oral tradition developed. 1 
This, in brief, is the nature of form-criticism. Taylor has described it 
as 11the child of disappointment. n 2 This referred to source criticism's inability 
to deal adequately with the pre-literary form of the Gospel tradition. Thus, 
the question was pushed beyond "What does it say?" to such queries as 11 0id it 
happen at a11? 11 ; uWhy was it preserved? 11; "Have its form and intent been altered? 11; 
and, 11 Has it a historical origin or is it a creation=:_ nihilo? 11 It is upon this scene 
that Taylor entered with his study in 1933. 
b) His Rejection of Radical Criticism 
Since form-criticism arose out of a vacuum created by increasing expressions 
of doubt concerning the historical trustworthiness of the Markan outline and the 
lFor a good discussion of these various assumptions, cf. E. Basil Redlich, 
Form Criticism: Its Value and limitations (London: Duckworth, 1939), pp. 34-73. 
2G, p. 16 in the 1st ed. of 1930, but p. 13 in 9th ed. of 1960, and FGT, 
p. 10. 
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overall value of the Synoptic tradition itself 1
1 
those who took up the new tool 
were announcing implicitly that there was no returning to an earlier day of reliance 
upon verbal inspiration; consequently 1 in their search for a new method by which 
to ground the Gospel tradition 1 a liberal spirit in theology was an asset; the pio-
neers of form-criticism had a liberal theology. Furthermore 1 form-criticism gained 
its influence in a country and in a time in which the significance of the individual 
was being downgraded 1 and the corollary was the imputing to the community of 
that creative spark of originality normally known only in individuals. 2 Taken 
together 1 these two--the despair for the tradition's historicity and the transfer 
to the community of the creative genius within Christianity--appear to have been 
formative in the origins of Formgeschichte. Thus 1 while the new method held 
forth the promise of discovering some "sure ground" on which the Christian faith 
could firmly stand 1 it was also open on many sides to extremely liberal 1 or even 
radi ca 11 development. 
It will be both organic to our discussion here and instructive for an under-
standing of Vincent Taylor's position as a biblical critic to make some mention of 
his attitude toward what he considers to be "radical criticism." His views on this 
topic certainly are quite determinative for the position he takes on form-criticism 1 
and 1 consequently 1 on allied subjects. 
1 J. Weiss 1 A. Schweitzer 1 and W. Wrede formed a definite "triple-
threat" on both issues. 
2
cf. A. H. McNeile 1 p. 53. 
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Writing in 1930, Taylor dissented from the views of A. Loisy and Bultmann, 
who described certain, if not most, of the Gospel sayings as, not derived from Jesus, 
but as •tcommunity-sayings. •r Taylor's reply to this designation was that "such terms 
are blank labels. ul Thus, he rejected such blanket treatment of the Gospel tradi-
tion in the same way that he later characterized the misuse of form-criticism, that 
is, such decisions go beyond the limits of form itself and thereby become what 
11 is really a study in historical probability. I should prefer to describe it as a study 
in historical improbability. u2 
In more or less of a blanket criticism of his own, Taylor expressed his sus-
picion of those critics who read overly subtle meaning into Mark's Gospel. He 
concluded: 11 ln reading not a little Synoptic Criticism one has the impression that 
the critic looks upon Mark as a fellow Neutestamentler.•r3 
Following his introduction to form-criticism, Taylor has been concerned 
to be fair to both the creative impetus of Jesus (See earlier pp. 36-39) and to 
the selective and formative influences of the community upon the primitive tradi-
tion. In a typical statement, Taylor commented upon what he considered to be 
radical criticism. 
Radi ca I critics tend to reduce the evidence to the second 
of these categories; we can learn much from the Gospels 
about the beliefs of the communities, but little or nothing 
of the views of the historical Jesus. Such an estimate of 
the evidence is arbitrary and unscientific. It betrays an 
1G, p. 35. 2 FGT I p. 34. 
3 JHS, p. 206. His reference here was specifically to Wellhausen and 
Goguel. 
unnecessary scepticism as regards the historical value of 
the (Passion) sayings, ••• it also leaves an unbridged 
gap between the beliefs of early Christianity and the 
teaching of Jesus. 1 
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It would seem that Taylor's position toward radical criticism is the logical outcome 
of his two relevant formative conclusions--the creative impetus of Jesus and inter-
pretation does not necessarily imply distortion. 
That a discussion of Taylor's rejection of radical criticism belongs within 
this section on form-criticism is not self-apparent. Radical criticism existed prior 
to the rise of form-criticism, and, no doubt, will exist long after its most influen-
tiel period. However, since much of contemporary scepticism has been related 
closely to certain of the more radical form-critics, Taylor's position is quite 
significant in light of his acceptance of this tool, which he utilizes but with far 
more conservative critical conclusions. Therefore, it is, perhaps, part of Taylor's 
possible contribution to New Testament studies that he has embraced this method, 
yet he has not come out with the radical conclusions of men like Bultmann, Bertram, 
Loisy, and Guignebert. The results of this extremity Taylor has likened to "an 
attempt to reach positive results upon a firm basis of critical despair by making 
bricks with a minimum of straw and sometimes without straw at all. 112 Taylor's 
conclusions, on the contrary, are that form-criticism as a biblical method does 
not necessarily require radical results. Or, as he explicitly has stated: 
It is a mistake to suppose that Form-Criticism necessarily 
leads to scepticism, for this result is reached only by 
1 2 ANTT I p. 13. GM, p. 525. 
ignoring the limits of the method and by using historical 
assumptions which vitiate the inquiry from the beginning. 1 
This is decidedly conservative in tone and intention. 
In an age when the charge of 11thinking under church bells 11 is sufficient 
to convince some minds that such results could not possibly be historical or 
"scholarly, 11 and in a time when only the radical scholar is conceived by many 
to be unbiased, perhaps it is worthwhile to set out Taylor•s conviction that to be 
nconservative 11 is not equivalent to being wrong. As he said concerning the 
•rconservativeJJ tendency of New Testament studies in Great Britain: 
That one fact is enough to make them suspect in many 
quarters, for the delusion dies hard that only the radi-
cal scholar is unbiased. • • • It is conceivable that 
the conservatives may be right. 2 
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Accordingly, it may be fruitful to indicate Taylor•s views on two of the more radi-
cal New Testament critics as a way in which Taylor•s particular set of inclinations 
and criteria of adequacy for religious certainty may be highlighted. Therefore, 
it seems worth the time and space to summarize some comments he has made con-
cerning M. Alfred Loisy and Rudolf Bultmann. 
(1) M. Alfred loisy 
Replying to a charge by L. P. Jacks3 that Loisy had been unfairly treated 
by British scholarship, Taylor felt that he was representing the broader scope of 
1FGT,p.21. 
2"After Fifty Years: I. The Gospel and the Gospels, 11 ET, 50 (1938-39), 12. 
3uA Creed in Harmony with Modern Thought, 11 Hibbert Journal, 23 (1924-25), 
577-587. 
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British New Testament scholarship when he said that few accept M. Alfred loisy 
as na significant New Testament critic. ul Taylor continued: 
I am well aware how hopelessly prejudiced such 
an opinion sounds. Leisy's conclusions are very radical, 
and to attempt to discredit his significance as a critic 
seems a particularly flagrant example of criticism con-
ducted under the sound of 11church bells. 11 But one must 
not too readily submit to terrorism of this kind. 2 
Taylor went on to scourge Leisy's "hypothetical redactor113 and to criticize his 
methodology which crowds out all other critical opinions, except his own. 4 
In another article, 5 Taylor made a devastating survey of Leisy's concept of 
Christian origins. If Christianity is, as loisy seems to imply, the result of an initial 
blunder concerning a deluded prophet and his credulous disciples, then it takes 
greater trmen of faith 11 to accept such origins for the Church. 6 Taylor strikes at 
the leap from a deluded prophet to the lord of the Church as 11once the awkward 
corner is turned--and, of course, it is only a question of turning the corner!--
they LLoisy and L. P. Jacks, who translated Leisy's works into Englis!Y' see no 
obstacles which prevent the development from reaching its triumphant goal. ,.7 
1uThe Alleged Neglect of M. Alfred loisy, 11 Hibbert Journal, 24 (1925-
26) 1 564. 
2
tbid. 3 tbid. 1 P• 569 o 4 tbid. 1 P• 571. 
5nM. loisy on the Birth of Christianity: A Reply, 11 Hibbert Journa I, 33 
(1934) 1 22-36. 
61bid. 1 PP• 32-33. 
71bid., p. 36. The brackets were not in Taylor's comment. 
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Taylor then turned to specify that not merely the nconservative" critic 
is vulnerable to laboring under some bias. He charged that loisy has a bias against 
historical Christianity. As Taylor said: 
He is severe on Churchmen who write uunder the sound 
of church bells, 11 on critics with 11clerical affiliations, 11 
and on scholars who see things "through stained glassrr; 
but nowhere does he estimate the disturbing possibilities 
of thinking amid the thunders of the Vatican. Presumably 
"balance of judgmentrr and 11 patience of scholarship 11 are 
possible under the blackest frown of Rome, but the tinkling 
of bells lays on scholars the spells of credulous fancy. 1 
In another place, but along the same lines, Taylor characterized loisy's work as 
11criticism run to seed. 112 
These sharp opinions, unusual for Taylor, display both his rejection of radi-
cal criticism and, conversely, his spirited defense of the rights of conservative 
historical scholarship. It displays one side of Taylor's presuppositions on criticism 
as a whole, and it introduces us to the same critical bent as Taylor turned to take 
up the tool of form-criticism. 3 
{2) Rudolf Bultmann 
Bultmann came under Taylor's close scrutiny in 1932. 4 He admitted that 
Bultmann's radical conclusions "have not unfairly been compared with those of 
1tbid. 1 PP• 24-25. 2 FGT I p. 157. 
3cf. also uloisy's Origins of the New Testament, 11 Hibbert Journal, 48 
{1950), 339-347. Nor had Taylor changed his mind about loisy's work by 1950. 
Taylor admitted that his earlier writings about loisy were umanifestly hosti len 
(p. 340); yet, Taylor reiterated that loisy's "importance as a New Testament 
critic (is) negligiblen (p. 346). 
4 11The Barthian School: IV. Rudolf Bultmann, 11 ET, 43 (1931-32), 485-490. 
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D. F. Strauss. 111 But, despite the shadow of a Strauss redivivus, Taylor was much 
kinder to Bultmann's work than to Leisy's. He conceded that formally Bultmann 
was a Barthian in 1932, but he suggested that Bultmann's critical results had already 
been reached before coming under Barth's influence. Further, Taylor wondered 
if 11SO radical a critic'' can justly reach positive results. 2 Nevertheless, Taylor 
had this word of praise to say: 
Radical as they are, Bultmann's works are serious and 
valuable contributions to our understanding of Gospel 
Origins, and his Jesus, if not a religious classic, is 
one of the most stimulating studies of our time. 3 
As Taylor confronted Bultmann's conclusions of 11a sceptical direction 11 
concerning form-criticism, Taylor maintained that form-criticism does not 
necessarily support such a critical trend; in fact, it could furnish evidences for 
the historical trustworthiness of the Gospel tradition. 4 Furthermore, Taylor 
charged that Bultmann's confidence with which he tells how the Marken Passion 
narrative came into being 11could only be justified by the gift of omniscience. n5 
In another telling criticism of Bultmann's tremendous claims for the inventiveness 
of the community, Taylor asks where are the stories to prove the necessity of the 
Cross, the Gentile mission, and Church organization. Taylor replies: 
The absence of these topics in the stories which have 
come down to us gives us reason to pause before views 
which credit the first Christians with a facility for 
invention and an imagination always at command. If 
1Ibid., p. 485. 2 Ibid., p. 490. 3Ibid. 
4FGT, p. vi. 5 Ibid., p. 58. 
Bultmann is right, Christian imagination was potent 
where it was least needed, feeble or wanting where 
silence ca lied for its exercise; it left undone the 
things which it ought to have done, and did the 
things it had no need to do. 1 
None the less, Taylor rightly respects Bultmann•s great book on form-
criticism. In describing it, Taylor said that whereas 110ibelius is liberal rather 
than radical; Bultmann is radical to the point of scepticism •••• u2 11The real 
charge against him, 1' said Taylor, 11is that he is kinder to the possibilities than 
to the probabilities of things. 113 
Excerpts from various writings of Taylor•s concerning Bultmann•s critical 
method may be instructive. Taylor views Bultmann•s form-critical work as 11a 
study in the cult of the conceivable. 1A Speaking of the Gnostic redemption-
myth, Taylor mentions it as a 11striking example of the thoroughness with which 
Bultmann discusses remote alternatives. 115 Further, to look for the explanation 
of Jesus in Gnostic sources is 11only to darken counsel. 116 On another front, 
Taylor defended the trustworthiness of the Gospel tradition and charged that 
Bultmann•s scepticism "rests upon a radical estimate of its contents which is not 
justified by the most fearless inquiry •• ? 
1Jbid. I PP• 86-87. 2Jbid. I P• 14. 3Jbid. 1 P• 15. 
4Jbid. 5 JHS, p. 166. 
6 NJ, p. 60. 
7 LMJ, p. 33. 
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Comments like these could be multiplied many times over. But these should be 
sufficient to indicate Taylor's ambivalent feelings toward Bultmann--admiration 
for his critical researches and insights, but rejection of his radical scepticism. 
This, then, is Taylor's consistent approach to radical criticism. It supplies 
some basis for understanding his critical procedure; and it explains, to some degree, 
Taylor's willingness to invest time and effort in the study of form-criticism. He 
went into that study with the conviction that radical scepticism was not the con-
elusion militated by considerations of form alone; and his work on form-criticism 
was approached from this constructive angle. 
With this description of Taylor's critical method indicated, we now take 
up some of his suggested improvements for the form-critical method. 
c) His Suggested Improvements 
Although Taylor was not one of the original pioneers of form-criticism, 
he did take up the discipline early enough to be a contributor to its formative 
process for English readers. He undertook to assess the tool and its usefulness; and, 
out of this beginning, he made his own suggested improvements to the method. 
Writing in 1933 he said: 
The new science is sti II young, and in consequence many 
steps must be tentative. We of to-day are responsible 
only for the progress it is ours to make, and when we have 
finished our task we must give place to others. [n this 
sense the inquiry is scientific, although it cannot have 
the precision possible when things are measured, weighed, 
and treated in test-tubes. 1 
1FGT, p. 3. 
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(1). Classification Revisions 
Nothing prejudices certain types of historical inquiry quite as insidiously 
as titles, names, and labels. In light of this, one of the first considerations of 
Taylor•s form-critical study was to examine the classifications assigned to the 
Gospel tradition by earlier form-critics. Arising out of this survey and, once 
again, indicative of Taylor•s less radical approach, he suggested certain revisions 
in the terminology of form-critical classification which would better describe the 
tradition as to form and which would not prejudge the historical question. 
Pronouncement-Stories. --Those stories within the Synoptic Gospels which 
are formally narratives but which contain just enough narrative to introduce 
a key saying of Jesus as the climax comprise a recognizable and distinct category. 
Oftentimes the story is prompted by a question put to Jesus. Dibelius called such 
narratives Paradigma, since he assumed that they were originally used as sermon 
illustrations. 1 Bultmann divides these stories into three smaller groups, depending 
upon the motives behind the introduction of the story. Accordingly, those intro-
duced by Jesus• enemies are Streitgesprache, those initiated by his disciples or 
friends are Schulgesprache, and those inspired by a certain incident are labeled 
as biographischen Apophthegmata. Bultmann calls the whole group Apophthegmata, 
a term which he borrowed from stories of a similar structure in Greek literature. 2 
1 Dibelius, pp. 34-66. These references to Dibelius are to the 3. Auf I. of 
Die Formgeschichte des Evangeliums, unless otherwise stated. 
2 Bultmann, p. 8; cf. pp. 8-72. These references are to Bultmann•s 3. Aufl. 
of Die Geschichte der synoptischen Tradition, unless otherwise stated. 
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Taylor agrees that form-criticism's isolation of this category of tradition 
is justified. He argues that such 11short stories" are distinguishable as n.actual 
narrative-forms in which oral tradition naturally clothes itself. 111 Then he suggests 
that a superior name for this form would be rrPronouncement-Stories. n He decides 
upon this more general label, because it does not prejudge their origin and emphasizes 
the characteristic element within the form--a word from Jesus which answers some 
burning question of Christian belief or conduct. 2 The values of Dibelius• and 
Bultmann's classifications he questions by saying: 
Paradigmen (umodels 11) is too general and is too exclusively 
associated with the theory that the stories were formed under 
the influence of preaching. On the other hand, Apophthegmata 
is literary rather than popular and, by concentrattng attention 
too much on the final word of Jesus, it invites a depreciatory 
attitude to the narrative element. 3 
In subsequent references, then, Taylor refers to this class of narrative as 
Pronouncement-Stories. 
Miracle-Stories. --Another revision of form-critical classification relates 
to the miraculous element within the Synoptic tradition. Dibelius had classified 
the miracle stories as Novel len. 4 Taylor rejects this as tipping strictly formal 
categories in favor of Dibelius• theory that within primitive Christianity there 
1 FGT I p. 29. 
21bid. 1 P• 30. 
3 1bid. 
4oibelius, pp. 66-100. 
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existed a class of Novellisten (story-tellers) who emphasized those stories which 
would appea I to exorcists and healers. 1 Instead, Taylor adopts Bultmann's 
classification, Wundergeschichten, (without, however, breaking it down)2 
and translates it as 11Miracle-Stories. 113 
Taylor admits that Miracle-Stories describes the content not the form. 
Nevertheless, the form into which healings, exorcisms, and curative acts are 
cast in all types of cultures almost inevitably takes the same sequence. In 
fact, it takes studied attention to the task to vary the formal structure. First, 
the sufferer and his trouble are, of necessity, introduced. Second, the curative 
act is related in greater or lesser detail. Third, some proof of the cure is usually 
advanced, although oftentimes in the Gospels only the bald fact of the cure is 
mentioned. 
Whether in Palestine of the first century A. D. or in the twentieth century, 
narration of a healing or exorcism would seem limited to a similar form by both 
logic and the structure of human language. Therefore, with the exception of 
Jesus' parables, the Miracle-Stories (more precisely the stories of healings) 
are the most obvious nforms 11 isolated by form-criticism. Taylor, accordingly, 
recognizes the validity of this form. 
1 Cf. F GT I pp. 24-25. 
2Bultmann further divides this class into Hei lungswunder and Naturwunder. 
Cf. pp. 223-260. 
3 FGT I p. 31. 
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Sayings and Parables. --A third grouping of the tradition revolves around the 
words of Jesus. Dibelius treats these under the category of Paranese, 1 once again, 
describing them according to the function he assigns to their use in the primitive 
community--exhortation. Bultmann calls them Herrenworte and breaks them down 
into five sub-groups. Taylor charges that the manifestly content determined group-
ings suggested by Bultmann--(1) Logien (Jesus als Weisheitslehrer); (2) Prophetische 
und apokalyptische Worte, (a) Hei lspredigt, (b) Drohworte, (c) Mahnrede, and 
(d) Apokalyptische Weissagung; (3) Gesetzesworte und Gemeinderegeln; (4) lch-
Worte; and (5) Gleichniss und Verwandtes--demonstrate the limitations of the 
method. He argues, with the support of Easton,2 that Bultmann's distinctions 
are stylistic and not ones of form. Further, that if form-critics do not restrict them-
selves to form considerations as regulative, 1rthe method is almost bound to result 
• • • u3 m scept1c1sm. 
Taylor handles the Logia under the title of 'Lsayings and parables" without 
limiting their primitive intention to Dibelius' concept of exhortation, nor breaking 
them down so closely as does Bultmann. The primary aspects of form which Taylor 
recognizes are the Hebraic poetic structure and the parabolic form. 4 
Stories about Jesus. --A classification of increasing ambiguity is the 11 Stories 
about Jesus. 11 Dibelius calls this group Mythen. 5 Bultmann treats them under the 
1 Dibelius, pp. 234-265. 2 Cf. Easton, p. 74. 3 FGT I p. 31. 
4cf. FGT, pp. 88-118. 5oibelius, pp. 265-287. 
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label of Geschichtserzahlung und Legende. 1 Taylor readily admits that such stories 
have 11no definite structural formn and, consequently, this element of the tradition 
is an area in nthe study of which Form-Criticism has no power to help us.n2 
Taylor objects to the very connotations of Mythen and Legende. Not only 
is it a 11catch-allu category, but the terminology itself prejudges the historical 
worth of the material, despite repeated claims to the contrary by continental scholars. 
Speaking of Bultmann's Legende, Taylor said: 11 Here we see at once that 'legend' 
is not a formal term; it is a historical label informing us that the contents are not 
guaranteed. 113 Thus, Taylor prefers to call them ustories about Jesus, 11 which, 
while they have no one narrative form, yet they do share rrcommon formal character-
isticsrr--(1) Jesus is the focus of their interest; (2) secondary features of the stories 
are omitted; and (3) practical interests are at stake, rather than merely narrative 
or biographical information. 4 Hence, ttStories about Jesus 11 may be vivid in char-
acter, but they do not have a distinctive form. 
These, then, are the main classifications under which Taylor treated the 
material in his The Formation of the Gospel Tradition. He regards the Passion 
narratives as early formations along similar lines. In his commentary on Mark, he 
specifies two further categories. n:Markan Constructions•r cover certain aspects of 
the material which contain tradition that is 11given, but the narratives are constructed. 115 
This category takes most of its material from what was formerly part of the 11 Stories 
1 Bultmann, pp. 260-346. 2FGT, pp. 31-32. 31bid., p. 32. 
4cf. FGT, p. 166. 5GM, p. s2. 
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about Jesus" and incidents from the Passion narratives. ••summary Statements, u 
which Bultmann calls Sammelberichte, comprise a further sharpening of Taylor 1s 
system of classification. These are an identifiable grouping, 1 and, furthermore, 
a grouping which only became known for its real importance with the advent of 
form-criticism and its emphasis upon the self-contained nature of most units of 
the Gospel tradition. 
Taylor1s revisions of classification have now been set forth. Whether or 
not they constitute a contribution to New Testament studies remains yet to be 
decided. 
(2) Limitations of the Method 
Taylor•s approach regarding the limitations of form-criticism is of great 
importance. His suggested limitations not only sharpen the tool and increase its 
effectiveness but they posit some questions that openly challenge illegitimate 
use of the method. In view of the varied and sceptical results arrived at by some 
of form-criticism•s more radical exponents, it may be that this is the decisive 
consideration regarding whether or not there exists within Taylor•s efforts a 
possible contribution to New Testament studies. 
1cf. GM, p. 85. 
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Laws of Tradition. --Even a limited amount of reading in this subject area 
will bring out the opposing assumptions concerning what may be called the 11 laws 
of oral tradition." Several important studies have been made recently along these 
lines 1 and the issues do not seem clearly decided yet. 
Taylor said this about the topic: 
We may speak of 11 1aws of the tradition" if by these we 
mean the ways in which the minds of those who handed 
down the tradition had a tendency to act; but we cannot 
treat these laws as if they described the work of machines, 
for there is always an 11unknown 2uantityn in the actions 
of men which defies calculation. 
In light of this, Taylor goes on to argue that the precise dividing line between the 
words of Jesus and a 11community product" is too readily assumed as a conclusion 
based on the form-critical method; when, in reality it is only an estimate of 
n:historical probability. 113 
This is not to say that Taylor rejects the concept of orderly patterns of oral 
transmission. On the contrary, he even buttressed his argument with an experiment 
of his own. 4 Objections were brought against this study to which Taylor responded 
in the second edition of The Formation of the Gospel Tradition in 1935. He admitted 
that it did not attempt to reproduce 11the conditions of the Gospel period, but 
simply to ascertain what are the tendencies of oral transmission. 115 He reaffirmed 
1For example, Eduard Nielsen, Oral Tradition ("Studies in Biblical Theology, 
No. lP; London: SCM Press Ltd., 1954) and F. C. Bartlett, Remembering (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1932). Cf.Birger Gerhardsson•s Memory and Manuscript 
{Lund: C. W. K. Gleerup, 1961) for even a stronger reaction to form-criticism. 
2 FGT I p. 33. 3 Jbido 1 P• 34. 4 Cf. FGT, pp. 202-209. 5Jbid., p. viii. 
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his conviction that these tendencies are towards abbreviation and the attainment 
of a rounded form, plus place-names, names of persons, and direct speech tend 
to disappear. 1 The significance of this conclusion is that it is precisely the 
opposite to the radical form-critics• understanding of the "laws 11 of oral tradition. 
Form-criticism and Historical Criticism. --Nowhere is Taylor•s disagreement 
with the radical exponents of form-criticism more evident than in the dispute over 
the boundary line between form-criticism and historical criticism. If anyone could 
speak for Taylor at this point I it would be Fascher 1S 1924 dictum: 110ie Form allein 
lasst keine historischen Werturtei le zu. 11 ifascher, p. 223:] Taylor notes approv-
ingly B. S. Easton•s similar judgment. 2 11Form Criticism may prepare the way for 
historical criticism, but Form Criticism is not historical criticism. 113 Added to 
these two opinions is Taylor•s own conclusion: 11 lt is surely a mistake to regard 
Form-Criticism as an alternative to Literary and Historical Criticism. 114 
It wi II not require a lengthy discussion to substantiate this characteristic 
emphasis of Taylor•s. Contrary to Bultmann•s constant assumption of the gap between 
Jesus and the primitive community and, therefore, occasion for intense community 
inventiveness, Taylor rejects such historical scepticism as unnecessary. Ultimately, 
11bid. 21bid. 1 P• 18. 
3 Easton, p. 81. 
4FGT, p. 19. Cf. GM, p. 19: 11 lnevitably in such investigations the 
inquiry extends beyond •forms,• and Form Criticism becomes a branch of historical 
criticism. 11 
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considerations of form alone do not allow such judgments to be made. Instead, 
Taylor recognizes such conclusions are beyond the scope of form and decides upon 
an alternative, equally formless in origin, but as far more probable. And so he 
says: "We must think of a time when recollections of the words and deeds of 
Jesus were both living and latent. 111 And while the primitive community's 
interests may not have been biographical by our standards, nevertheless, it was 
Jesus of Nazareth who keyed their interest. He was no myth or legend to them. 
Thus, Taylor concluded: 
For if they had problems, they had also a solution; and 
their solution did not lie in a process of acute reasoning, 
but in the ready acceptance of the authoritative words 
of Jesus. 2 
Furthermore, Taylor accepts as decisive Easton's conclusions arrived at 
after an intensive examination of the relationship of the Gospel tradition to the 
age of Gospel writing. Easton said: 
Where beliefs of the Synoptic period can be distinguished 
with certainty from the teachings of Jesus, we find the 
former most scantily supported by sayings placed in his 
mouth. • • • The primary historic value of the Synoptists 
is not for the~ own age but for the tradition of the teach-
ing of Jesus. 
Or as Taylor himself said:: "What was wanted was a standard of life, and this was 
found in the words and deeds of Jesus; the stories cherished were those which set 
the standard. ,.4 Therefore, even though we can catch overtones of the community's 
life and concerns through their choice and preservation of certain units of tradition, 
1FGT, p. 37. 21bid., p. 173. 3Easton, p. 109. 4FGT, p. 146. 
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yet the figure who dominates this tradition was not created without regard to the 
historical Jesus. Nore pointedly Taylor claims: 
As through a glass darkly we see men and women anxious 
to be guided by the word of the Lord who told and retold 
stories, not for detai Is they contained but because they 
led swiftly to words of Jesus which for them were final, 
because they were His words and because they were 
words of life. 1 
Thus the rounded and self-contained character of these units of the tradition is 
judged by Taylor to be as it should be; since it is the reverse of what happened 
in the apocryphal literature, 2 the result is "to strengthen confidence in their his-
torical value. "3 Notice he says 11to strengthenrr; this does not mean to determine. 
This section does not intend to imply that Taylor has rejected the whole of 
form-criticism and its valuable results. On the contrary, Taylor has learned much 
from form-criticism. For example, the statement made earlier by him (cf. p. 91) 
to the effect that whole tracts of the tradition are without evidence of the influ-
ence of the community's specific interests must be looked upon as indicative of 
how far he has come. Speaking of Ntark, he declined to view it as a u:work begun 
de ~, 11 rather it was an effort which took up into itself the varied and earlier 
attempts uto serve religious and apologetic needs. u4 Accordingly, when he under-
took to discuss the historical value of Ntark's Gospel within his commentary, Taylor 
11bid., p. 84. Also, cf. PCNTT, p. 195. 
2For the contrast, cf. Montague Rhodes James, The Apocrypha I New 
Testament (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, /T92q 1960). 
3FGT, p. 166. 4 Jbid., p. 180. 
first dealt with the motives evident within the Gospel--apologetic, liturgical, 
catechetical, and doctrinal interests. 1 
Taylor•s controversy with those who would deprecate the historicity of 
the Gospel tradition upon form-critical considerations runs deep. The ultimate 
problem of Christian origins cannot be solved by form-criticism alone. It has a 
role to play in that historica I judgment, but the fina I decision moves beyond the 
range of form and community influence. Historical in nature, that problem is 
only confronted by the combined conclusions from several areas of criticism and 
a faith assertion. That form-criticism has a role to play in that larger decision, 
Taylor certainly does not deny; however, his characteristic emphasis lies in a 
continuing distinction between form and historical considerations. 
3. The Values of Form-Criticism 
Taylor decided that one value of form-criticism was that it broke the 
ntyranny of Source-criticism" by pushing past it to the 11twilight periodrr of oral 
tradition. 2 No longer was the tradition looked upon as of lesser historical 
probability because it was not triply attested. Form-criticism brought to light 
the 11 1ife 11 behind the Gospels--both that of Jesus• impetus and the community's 
response. 
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Taylor feels that form-criticism•s isolation of sayings-collections, including 
their preservation by mnemonic methods, has value. It suggests to him:: (1) the 
anxiety of the early Christians that the words of Jesus were worth remembering, 
and (2) the implicit existence of a community ready to be taught. Both these 
1cf. GM, pp. 131-135. 2G, p. 18. 
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indicate a concern for the words of Jesus. 1 
An example of form-criticism's value is Taylor's application of the method 
to the knotty problem of the Gospel miracles. He sees a contribution in that it 
indicates a nearness to primitive accounts. Such study also reveals the immense 
gulf between the Gospel miracles and those within other Jewish and Hellenistic 
traditions. Finally, its real value puts the historical critic in a better position 
to decide. At that point, ••our use of Historical Criticism, our world-view, and our 
estimate of Jesus" become the decisive factors upon which the outcome of the 
. . d d 2 mqu• ry epen s. 
In a very important statement concerning our knowledge of the historical 
Jesus, Taylor said this about form-criticism: 
Despite its aberrations, its necessarily speculative character, 
and the sceptical tendencies of many of its exponents, its 
suggestions regarding the Sitz im Leben of the various items 
of the Gospel tradition and'tlu!early formation of the Passion 
Narrative can be of the greatest value to the historian who 
seeks to raise the curtain which otherwise hides from our 
eyes the life and ministry of Jesus. The Gospels are the 
source of our knowledg~ of him, but the Gospels as inter-
preted and understood. 
That "the Gospels as interpreted and understood" is a vital gain in biblical criticism 
needs little argument. It not only aids in a better apprehension of Jesus himself, 
but it faci litotes our deeper appreciation of the impression Jesus made upon the 
first community. lt does not destroy the theological element as present from the 
1 Cf. FGT I pp. 98-99. 21bid., pp. 140-141. 
3 LMJ, p. 15. 
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first; rather, it broadens our comprehension of that early influx of spiritual insight 
with which their theology was thoroughly mixed along with liturgical, devotional, 
and practical motives. Thus, depending upon the critic 1s attitude toward the 
community 1s interpretation of Jesus, the results vary. But in Taylor 1s case, the 
outcome is positive. As he concludes: 
The creative theological work of the period was done in an 
atmosphere of veneration and worship. Men thought upon 
their knees; and so far from worship being a distorting 
element, it was stimulating and creative. 1 
In Taylor 1s estimation, form-criticism is a very useful tool for penetrating 
the grey area of from 30 to 50 A. D. His metaphor is that of a key to some of the 
doors which hide the tradition during its critical formative period. He emphasizes 
that other keys are also required, and that some areas of Gospel problems do not 
yield to any of our known keys or methods. 2 In other words, form-criticism, while 
not the master-key to end all difficulties, 3 does contribute to what Taylor considers 
to be the intended goal of such investigation. He states: 
But the main result, I believe, is not deeper mystery, but 
fuller understanding. We see Jesus better, for we behold 
Him, not only in the final form which the tradition assumes 
in the Gospels, but also in the lives, thoughts, and desires 
of men throughout the formative period. 4 
It was in this connection that Taylor went on to speak of the Scripture 1s inspiration 
0 upon a grander scale. 11 Or phrased another way, the same verdict can be applied 
to form-criticism as it was to historical criticism: 11We compare these books with 
everything else on earth, only to find that there is nothing quite like them. rr5 
1NJ, p. 171. 2FGT, p. 21. 3 tbid., p. 9. 
4 tbid., P• 189. 51bid. 1 P• 9. 
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4. His Use of the Form-critical Method 
A short comment upon Taylor•s application of the form-critical method to 
his subsequent work should be instructive, both as a sign of its influence upon his 
critical results and of his estimate of its value, despite many of his negative warn-
ings. 
a) The Limited, Early Usage 
While in outward appearance Jesus and His Sacrifice is organized along 
the lines of source criticism--the sayings of Jesus in (1) Mark, (2) L, (3) Paul•s 
narrative of the Last Supper, and (4) John--the dependence of this book upon Tay-
lor•s prior form-critical conclusions is readily manifest. The question is never: 
uHas the tradition been affected by the community? 11 This is assumed throughout. 
The sayings are looked upon as having already passed through the prism of the 
community's interests--doctrinal, catecheti cal, liturgical, and practical--and 
their worth is estimated with that insight constantly in evidence. 
The same verdict can be applied to both The Atonement in the New 
Testament Teaching and Forgiveness and Reconciliation. In neither book are form-
critical considerations uppermost, but they are always lurking behind even the most 
commonplace conclusions. 
Immediately following Taylor•s intensive work on form-criticism in 1932-
33, it would appear that the results of this method became a vital part of his 
biblical methodology, but that it did not lend itself to explicit treatment during 
the following years since the focus of his attention was doctrinal. 
119 
b) The Gospel according to St. Mark: 
An Extensive Testing of the Tool 
In 1952 Taylor offered to the public eye the harvest of a decade of 
intensive study on the Gospel of Mark. Here in evidence upon almost every page 
were the results of his considerations upon form-critical questions. As he said: 
11ft must be recognized that Form Criticism has made positive contributions to the 
study of the Gospels, and of Mark in particular. n1 These contributions he cited 
as attention to the Sitz im Leben of the tradition, the detection of 11forms, 11 and 
the general consensus that some collections of units-of-tradition occurred very 
early in the primitive period. 
Another scholar, A. M. Hunter, had this to say about Taylor•s use of the 
form-critical method: 
Dr. Taylor has learned more from the Form Critics than 
most British scholars, but he is too sane a scholar to sell 
his soul to its more extreme practitioners, and ever an~ 
again he comes down on their verdicts like a hammer. 
The never and again 11 to which Hunter alludes arises out of the organization of the 
book wherein each distinguishable unit of Mark 1s Gospel is introduced by a com-
parison to what Bultmann, Dibelius, Schmidt, and others have had to say on 
that particular unit. Its thoroughness at this point is impressive, and no one 
should accuse Taylor of not having indicated divergent viewpoints. 
1 GM, p. 20. 
2A. M. Hunter, Review of The Gospel according to St. Mark, by Vincent 
Taylor, ET, 63 (1951-52}, 266. 
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Perhaps a specific example will be more descriptive than a longer character-
ization. Taking at random one such unit of tradition, let us examine Taylor's use 
of the form-critical method as he deals with the Rejection at Nazareth. 1 
Taylor begins by disagreeing with Bultmann's classification of it as an 
Apothegm {to which Taylor's equivalent would be a Pronouncement-Story) and 
Dibelius' hedging by calling it a llParadigm of a less pure type. n Taylor states 
that it defies that precise a classification, and, therefore, should be called a 
ustory about Jesus." Taylor then refers to Redlich, but without explicit mention. 2 
Next, Taylor refers to Bultmann's characterization of the unit as a Muster-
beispiel constructed from the Oxyrhynchus saying: "A prophet is not acceptable 
in his own country, and a physician effects no cures among those who know him. "3 
This opinion Taylor parodies as "a Musterbeispiel of subjective criticism. 11 He 
then notes the realism of the unit of tradition which goes beyond such a general-
ization as Bultmann's. The brothers of Jesus are named, his sisters mentioned, 
and the undesirable connotation upon the nholy 11 family--all point to the mark 
of genuine tradition in Taylor's mind. 
He notes that Dibelius would agree with the last stated conclusion, along 
which line Branscomb, J. Weiss, and Schmidt would also concur. In fact, Taylor 
1Mark 6::1-6a. This is section 36 by Taylor's reckoning of Mark's Gospel. 
Cf. GM, p. 298. 
2Redlich, p. 97 has this story classified as an 'rApothegm-Story, 11 a cross 
between Bultmann's and Taylor's two classes. 
3Bultmann, pp. 30-31. 
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notes with apparent approva I Weiss• conjecture that room for Luke•s Nazareth 
sermon (Lk. 4:23-27) might be found between verses 2 and 3 of Mark 6. 
Such is his typical use of form-criticism throughout this impressive book. 
It accords well with his introductory comments concerning the method made early 
in the book. He explicitly accepted Fascher•s simile that form-criticism is a fine 
tool, yet one among many. Koehler•s emphasis is cited that the form-critical issue 
is not the final problem of the New Testament; rather, a historical question is the 
ultimate consideration. According to Taylor, 11these judgments are very sound. 111 
Consequently, while Taylor faithfully categorizes the Markan material 
according to its classification--Pronouncement-Story, Miracle-Story, Story about 
Jesus, Markan Construction, Summary Statement, and a Saying or Parable--and, 
although he is on guard against the various motives which might have distorted 
the tradition, his treatment of the Markan material is the better for it. Each 
unit of tradition is examined on its own merits, and so a source-critical con-
clusion of nprimary 11 or 11secondary11 does not settle the historical question. 2 
Taylor•s commentary on Mark is an outstanding book, regardless of one•s 
agreement or disagreement with his critical conclusions. Its six hundred and 
sixty-seven pages are individually and corporately an extensive testing for 
Taylor•s form-critical theory. The survey of other form-critics and the develop-
ment of his own form-critical method begun in The Formation of the Gospel 
Tradition comes in his Mark to a studied and stimulating fruition. 
1 GM, p. 20. 2 Cf. GM, pp. 563, 587, and 654. 
C. Soteri o logy 
When Taylor published his first work on Soteriology in 1937, Jesus and 
His Sacrifice, he commented that he was undertaking "'to investigate some more 
vital issue" after having devoted twenty-five years to the fields of literary and 
historical criticism 11and especially to the minutiae of source criticism. 111 As 
he entered into this larger area of New Testament theology, he said: 
There is a not unnatural inclination on the part of many 
Gospel critics to avoid discussing ultimate questions •••• 
The critic of to-day must live in two worlds, the academic 
region of his particular interests and the larger world of 
contemporary religion. At least once in his life he should 
be compelled to come out into the open and declare the 
bearing of his tentative results upon the larger problems 
of Christian belief and worship. Only in this way can he 
discover whether his work is worth w~ile, or whether it is 
nothing more than academic trifling. 
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For a topic which impinges upon every vital segment of the Christian faith, 
there can be no better choice than Soteriology; and, since Taylor believes that 
nGod is supremely Himself in that he reconciled men to Himself through the 
representative and sacrificial ministry of His Son, 113 no 11more vital issue" can 
be conceived than this subject for any New Testament critic 1s venture "out into 
the open. u 
1. The Passion Sayings 
Jesus and His Sacrifice is an extended treatment of the Passion sayings. The 
book has three major sections. The first deals with the Old Testament background 
of these sayings. The second section, the heart of the study, is the examination 
of the sayings. The third section takes up the implications those sayings have 
lJHS, p. vii. 21bid., p. viii. 3ANTT, p. 212. 
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for a doctrine of the Atonement. 
Within our discussion here, only the second section wi II be handled. The 
development of Taylor•s theory of the Atonement will come up later. It need only 
be said that Taylor•s direction of thought concerning a doctrine of Atonement is 
contained in nearly all its important aspects already in Jesus and His Sacrifice. 1 
a) The Nature of the Passion Sayings 
Due to the nature of our Gospels as sources for the life and teaching of 
Jesus, it would be highly desirable to treat the Passion sayings within the historical 
context of Jesus• thought concerning both his task and destiny; but this is precisely 
what can be done 11only in part. n2 Even as sober a form-critic as Taylor admits 
that the Marken outline does not permit all the Passion sayings to be placed within 
a historical context. There are too many gaps in that outline, much of the material 
is topically, not chronologically, arranged, and certain of the sayings betray 
greater degrees of Christian reflection than others. All these considerations (mostly 
form-critical) lead Taylor to abandon the attempt to treat the Passion sayings accord-
ing to their supposed historical context. 
Instead, Taylor approaches these sayings in the order they appear in the 
various sources. In the Gospels, he determines that no such sayings 11can be traced 
to the M source, and probably the same is true of Q. 113 That leaves Mark and l 
1The Atonement in New Testament Teaching (1940) broadens the basis of 
that doctrine, but it does not materially alter its main lines. 
2 JHS, p. 79. 31bid. 
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as the Gospel sources in this case. A third source is Paul•s account of the material 
which was received from the Lord and, in turn, was traditioned (1T~pe SwJ<o<.) 
on to the Corinthian Church concerning the Lord 1s Supper, that is, I Corinthians 
11:23-25. Then follows the fourth category, even more problematic, the Johannine 
sayings. 
Taylor fully recognizes the difficulty of treating the Gospel sayings as the 
ipsissima verba of Jesus. He even admits that some sayings compel one to hesitate 
concerning their genuineness; nevertheless, in the midst of his form-critical study 
he concluded: 
Personally, I do not think that there are many sayings of 
the kind, and I have no hesitation in claiming that the 
tradition of the words of Jesus is far better preserved than 
we have any right to expect, and with much greater accu-
racy than is to be found in the record of the words of any 
great teacher of the past. 1 
And while Taylor would agree that many of these sayings have been 11sharpened 
in the course of transmission, and have been given a definiteness which originally 
they did not possess, 11 none the less, he goes on to say, rtit is in the highest degree 
unlikely that they are inventions, without any historical basis in the actual teaching 
of Jesus. 112 The conclusion just stated is the problem of the Passion sayings. That 
vital consideration wi II follow presently, but now there are a few other aspects of 
1FGT,p.113. 
2 JHS, p. 73. The precise context of this statement relates to Jesus and 
His thoughts about sacrifice and the sacrificial system, but it fairly characterizes 
Taylor•s attitude toward the Gospel sayings as a whole, excluding, of course, the 
Johannine sayings. 
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the nature of these sayings to consider. 
The Marken sayings are considered by Taylor to be the most important, 
and they are accorded a somewhat fuller treatment. 1 The sayings in the l tradition 
are fewer and less formative for Taylor•s conclusions. 2 Naturally, the Pauline 
section is I Cor. 11:23-25. And finally, the Johannine sayings are discussed, but 
they are dealt with in a manner more in line with their peculiarities. 3 Thus, 
although Taylor gives them a full airing, his basic premise: 11The Synoptic sayings 
stand in their own right and cannot be compromised by anything we find in the 
Fourth Gospei,•A relegates their witness to confirmatory evidence. And while 
there is certainly interpretation manifest in the Synoptic Gospels, the degree of 
such interpretive influence is such in the Fourth Gospel that it does not come 
close to reproducing the words of Jesus, but seeks to bring out 11the ultimate 
1 The Marken Passion sayings as designated by Taylor are: (1) Mk. 2:-19-20, 
and par.; (2) Mk. 8:31, 9::31, 10:33-34, and par.; {3) Mk. 9:12b, and par.; 
(4) Mk. 10:38; (5) Mk. 10:45; {6) Mk. 12:1-12, and par.; (7) Mk. 14:"8, and par.; 
(8) Mk. 14:17-21; (9) Mk. 14:22-25, and par. 
2The l Sayings discussed by Taylor are: (1) Lk. 12:"49-50; (2) Lk. 13::32-33; 
(3) Lk. 17:25; (4) Lk. 22:.14-20; (5) Lk. 22:27, 28-30, 37; (6) Lk. 22:53b; and 
(7) Lk. 23:34, 43 I 46. 
3commenting on the difficulty in interpreting them, Taylor said: 11The 
conclusion, therefore, which we must draw is that no simple formula will carry 
us through the task of evaluating the Johannine sayings. Many of them are 
original sayings expressed in another idiom, but others are free productions in 
which the Evangelist, in the consciousness that he is led by the Spirit, expresses 
what he believes to be the mind of Christ. n JHS, p. 220. 
4 JHS, p. 238. 
implications of His teaching, and for this reason he is an invaluable interpreter 
of His mind and thought. u 1 
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This, then, is the problem of the Passion sayings. They do not allow treat-
ment throughout according to historical context. Thus, they are handled in relation 
to their order in four different sources. Stated so baldly, it sounds overly simple. 
Actually, the simplicity of the working conclusions belies the complexity of the 
processes by which they were attained. However, it wi II not further our purpose 
to pursue that line of inquiry; therefore, we will go on to the crux of this study--
the value to be assigned to these sayings. 
b) The Value of the Passion Sayings 
To discuss the value of the Passion sayings implies at least two distinguish-
able, yet interrelated, problems. What or who is responsible for the origin of such 
sayings? What was the intention behind the Passion sayings? Since these are two 
logically separable topics, they will be treated in this order. Still, ultimately, 
they belong together and in the end wi II be brought together according to Taylor•s 
specific so I uti on. 
(1) The Origin of the Passion Sayings 
Perhaps our perception of Taylor•s distinctive emphasis in the case of the 
Passion sayings will be sharpened by limiting our discussion to what he considers 
the heart of the problem. And while the remainder of the Passion sayings have 
11bido 1 P• 248. 
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a lot of related information to add, yet the focus of the problem can better be 
assessed, if we concentrate upon the five Marken sayings relating to the suffering 
and rejection of the Son of Man, specifically, Mk. 8:31, 9:-12b, 9:31, 10:33-34, 
and 10:45. 
The point of contention when Taylor wrote in 1937 is sti II an open problem 
today. Jesus or the community? 
Taylor is convinced that prior to Caesarea Phi Iippi, Jesus pondered the 
meaning of his suffering and death. He states that nin the full tide of the 
Galilean Mission Jesus faced the possibility of death," furthermore, he looked 
upon it and "was confronted with the enigma present in the thought of the death 
of the Messiah. ul Accordingly, Taylor holds that the probability--both historical 
and thee logi ca 1--exi sts that these sayings stem from Jesus • creative consciousness 
of his mission and of his destiny as the Son of Man who must (<5€t) suffer. Thus, 
the three key prophecies of the passion--Mk. 8:31, 9:31, and 10:33-34--are viewed 
as three separate sayings of Jesus, and not as three variants of one saying. 2 
The issue is really joined when Taylor, following a study of the Synoptic 
predictions of Jesus• future suffering, concluded with some 11scepticism 11 of his 
own. 
In the light of the use which Matthew and Luke have 
made of their source, the opinion that the Marken sayings are 
prophecies uafter the event 11 and products of early Christian 
3 
reflection, ought to be received with some degree of scepticism. 
llbid., pp. 84-85. 2cf. LMJ, pp. 154-155. 3 JHS, p. 86. 
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The contention, of course, revolves around the source of these Passion predictions. 
Are they genuinely words of the historical Jesus? Or, are they vaticinia _:: eventu? 
Support for the second position is impressive. 1 Also, the precision with 
which the future passion is described in Mark 10:-33-34 is open to suspicion. The 
mention of the mocking, spitting, and scourging seems overly precise. For this 
reason, coupled with some other foundational assumptions concerning the historical 
Jesus, the scholars just cited prefer to treat these Marken passion predictions as 
0 propheci es after the event. 11 
Taylor rejects that explanation. He consistently maintains that the 
precision assigned to the expression "after three daysrr is contrary to its Semitic 
connotation. Rather, it is to be interpreted in line with the same expression in 
Hosea 6:2 where it means ua short undefined interval. 112 In another place, 
Taylor holds the phrase to mean "a divinely appointed time ... 3 In any case, 
according to Taylor•s interpretation, the phrase does not precisely prophesy the 
time of the resurrection. 
1 Eduard Meyer, Ursprung und Anfonge des Christentums (3. Bde.; Berlin: 
J. G. Cotta, 1921-23), l, 117-118. Wilhelm Bousset, Kyrios Christos: Geschichte 
des Christusglaubens von den AnfCingen des Christentums bis lrenaeus (Gottingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1913), p. 16. K. L. Schmidt, p. 218. M. Dibelius, 
From Tradition to Gospel, tr. Bertram Lee Woolf (New York: Charles Scribner•s 
Sons, 1935), p. 226. Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, I, 26-32. 
2 JHS, p. 89. Hosea•s exact wordi~g is norma II) translated as 11on the 
1 u) , • 7 .7 third day. 11 In Hebrew it reads: w JJi ;7 0 .:J_ • 
. . : - ... 
3lbid., p. 168. Also, cf. GM, p. 378 and CC, p. 17. 
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Another point of contention is how all the sayings shall be treated. Should 
Mk. 10:33f. be made normative for the rest, or should Mk. 8:31 and 9:31 govern 
our view of 10:33f.? Taylor chooses the latter alternative and has some sound 
reasons for doing so. Drawing on his form-critical method, Taylor decides that 
it is much more consistent to view Mk. 10:33f. as a sharpened version of the more 
original Passion predictions, than to attribute such subtle craft to the part of the 
community as it reflected its own theology back upon Jesus. In fact, when the 
lv\arkan sayings are compared with their Synoptic parallels, the only changes in 
this direction are 11secondary modifications." Some omissions occur; fewer 
expansions take place. The phrase 11after three days11 is sharpened to 11the third 
day" (Mt. 20:19 and Lk. 18:33). lv\atthew explicitly says "crucify 11 instead of 
11ki 11 11 (Mt. 20: 19). 1 
The result of such a comparison, says Taylor, is to vindicate the Markan 
Passion predictions, especially Mk. 8:31 and 9:31, as authentic words of Jesus. 
He concludes: urn substance the sayings are not vaticinia ex eventu, and such 
modifications as may have been made are not serious or important. 1;2. 
Taylor reaches this position by a combination of close exegetical study 
coupled with what he considers to be the more consistent historical probability. 
For one thing, the restraint with which the Passion predictions are preserved is 
noteworthy. There are no direct references made to any Old Testament prophecies 
(except Lk. 22:37), which is entirely in keeping with Jesus' allusive use of the 
1 2 Cf. JHS, p. 86. JHS, p. 90. 
\ . 
\ 
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Old Testament. Next, the sharpening of the sayings is distinguished by its 
restraint. Only Matthew specifies the mode of death. Then, finally, in the realm 
of historical probability, Taylor reasons: 
If the great unknown prophet of the Exile could use 
sacrificial ideas in the construction of the immortal 
conception of the Suffering Servant, all the more 
might Jesus, with His matchless spiritual insight, use 
these ideas as the thought-moulds of His teaching con-
cerning His Messianic suffering. 1 
Stated another way and drawing upon a basic form-cri ti ca I conclusion, communities 
do not create such sayings; individuals do:. communities may modify such sayings; 
ultimately, only individuals create them. 2 Taylor declares that to treat these 
sayings as "prophecies after the eventu is to neglect the rrcreative activity of the 
original speaker. u3 Furthermore, if such considerations lead to viewing Jesus as 
the most probable person to have had this creative insight into his own mission 
and destiny, nthese arguments ought not to suffer prejudice because they are on the 
side of orthodoxy; they are altogether superior to those by which the prophecies 
are rejected. Jl4 
That this judgment is tremendously formative for Taylor's Soteriology can 
be seen by the emphasis upon the basic genuineness of these predictions. To reduce 
the evidence for the purpose of the death of Jesus to the community's discovery 
and to neglect the evidence of what Jesus himself thought about his death is, said 
1 ANTT I p. 186. 2 Cf. FGT, p. 107. Also, cf. Easton, p. 116. 
3FGT,p.31. 4 tbid. 1 P• 150. 
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Taylor, 11arbitrary and unscientific, 11 betrays 11an unnecessary scepticism, 11 and 
leaves the gap between Jesus and the community unexplained. 1 Their connection 
with Christo logy is indissoluble, for, 11if they are genuine, as there is good reason 
to believe them to be, they show that Jesus faced suffering and death with a clear 
understanding of the purpose which it was the Father's will for Him to fulfil. "2 
Furthermore, far from the prophecies' witnessing to community invention, Taylor 
holds that they are 11 proofs that, as Son of Man, Jesus thought of His ministry in 
terms of suffering and victory. 113 Therefore, when these sayings are viewed against 
the background of the New Testament as a whole concerning the concept of the 
Suffering Servant, their place is seen to be very primitive, and the most consistent 
position is that they go back to Jesus Himself. 4 As can be seen, then, this theme 
runs throughout the writings of Taylor. He has continually faced the possibility 
of these sayings as 11 prophecies after the event, 11 but he has just as consistently 
preferred the explanation of their genuineness, subject to some sharpening by the 
primitive community. 
Therefore, to the question: Jesus or the community?, Taylor answers 
decisively: Jesus[ 
1 ANTT I p. 13. 
2 GM, p. 124. Cf. also, pp. 116-117, 377, and 436-437. Of Mk. 10:: 
32-34, Taylor admits: 11 ln its precision the third is a vaticinium ex eventu" 
(p. 437). -
3LMJ, p. 75. Cf. NJ, p. 32. 
4PCNTT, p. 164. Cf. CC, p. 14. 
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(2) The Meaning of the Passion Sayings 
Soteriology is not far removed from Christology; and in Taylor•s work, this 
dividing line is not inviolable. The degree to which it is possible to determine 
the intention of the historical Jesus is a topic of imposing magnitude, and some 
part of it wi II be handled when Taylor•s work on life of Jesus research is taken 
up. For now, it will be considered to be borrowing from the future section to 
suggest that Taylor places some confidence in the Gospels as sources for a limited 
understanding of Jesus• intention. An important part of that understanding involves 
the Passion predictions. 
Taylor holds that Jesus did not go to his death as an unsuspecting Galilean 
prophet or a deluded messianic pretender. On the contrary, Jesus had perceived 
the possibility of such a suffering fate from several indications--the history of the 
prophets, the Servant teaching of Isaiah 53, the fate of John the Baptist, the 
hostility of the scribes and Pharisees, and, later, the failure of the mission of the 
twelve. 1 Thus, Taylor reasons, even before Caesarea Phi Iippi, 11Jesus had fused 
together diverse elements into the composite picture of the Suffering Son of Man 
in whose form He saw Himself. n 2 Taylor brings up the question of whether or not 
Jesus was the first to make the connection between the Son of Man and the Suffer-
ing Servant; and, he decides that, whether or not Jesus was the first to do so, 
sti II 11it was Jesus who made the idea current coin and found in it the key to His 
1cf. LMJ, pp. 111, 119, and 136, plus GM, p. 507. 
2 JHS, p. 90. 
suffering and death. 111 Writing in 1954, Taylor summarized his view well: 
He is Messi as futurus, but, above a II, Messi as passurus. 
This, no doubt, is a challenging statement when so often 
in contemporary criticism the prophecies of suffering, 
death, and resurrection are viewed as vaticinia ex eventu. 
I am still of the opinion that criticism throws away the key 
to the Messianic Secret when it speaks of the prophecies 
in this way and regards them as the creation of the Christian 
community and not as the conviction of Jesus Himself. Jesus 
is the Messiah all the days of His ministry, but He cannot 
accept popular acclamations because He knows that He is 
the Messiah only as He suffers, dies, rises again, and 
returns as Lord to His own. 2 
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Thus, in Taylor•s reconstruction, the meaning of the Passion sayings is bound up 
with what Jesus held His death to mean. As he says: 11 lt does not seem credible 
that He approached death without the shadow of an idea why He must die •••• u3 
The meaning Taylor finds in these sayings can be briefly stated. It is this. 
n Jesus looked upon His suffering and death as a sacrificial offering of Himself for 
men •• .4 As Taylor reads the New Testament evidence, he finds that the superior 
explanation is to admit that, in some sense, Jesus regarded His life surrendered 
11for many 11 as a consummation making possible, neither the possibility of God 1s 
1cc, P· 20. 
211 lmportant and Influential Foreign Books: W. Wrede•s The Messianic 
Secret in the Gospels (Das Messiasgeheimnis in den Evangelien), 11 ET, 65 (1953-
54), 250. 
311The Unity of the New Testament: The Doctrine of the Atonement, 11 
ET I 58 (1946-47) I 256-257. 
4JHS, p. 125. Cf. Mk. 10:45. 
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forgiveness, 1 nor as an example of self-sacrifice, 2 but rather, the establishment 
of a new covenant relationship between God and man made possible through Jesus• 
thought "that His blood is covenant-blood. n3 Thus, Taylor holds that Jesus, who 
knew himself to be the Son of Man, understood that the coming of God 1s Kingdom 
involved a suffering Messianic destiny. This is the meaning Taylor finds in the 
Passion sayings. The implications are our next concern. 
c) The Implications of the Passion Sayings 
The implications of the Passion sayings are the raw materials out of which 
Taylor constructs his 11sacrificial theory" of the Atonement. Since several future 
sections involve that theory, it will fit our purposes best here to summarize concisely 
such implications. 
Taylor discusses the following implications:4 
(1) Jesus conceived His suffering and death 11 lay deep in the 
Providence of God 11 (hti'). 
(2) Jesus experienced a close unity with the Father. 
(3) He looked upon suffering and death as ~~tactive elements 
in His Messianic vocation. 11 
(4) Jesus• Passion and the Kingdom of God were closely 
connected in his thought. 
1Taylor is consistent at this point and emphatic. The death of Christ did 
not make God 1s forgiveness of sin possible. Cf. ANTT, pp. 20 and 82; FR, pp. 3, 
4, 11, 27, 28, and 195. 11The idea of 1the simple teaching of Jesus•, consisting 
in the principle of self-sacrifice, is a modernist myth •••• 11 ANTT, p. 43. 
2 JHS, p. 257. 3 JHS, p. 182. 4 Cf. JHS, pp. 255-268. 
{5) His death was to be tta victorious struggle with the 
powers of evi I. 11 
(6) This Messianic suffering is both representative and 
vicarious ( orr€p TTO ~Awv). 
(7) Jesus identified Himself closely with sinners. 
(8) 11He intended men to participate in His self-offering 
and to appropriate the power of His surrendered life. 11 
(9) Although Jesus• Messianic suffering was unique, none 
the less, it is 11an activity which, in some measure, men 
are to reproduce. 11 
When the Passion sayings are accepted as genuine utterances of Jesus, and when 
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the range of meaning found in them is as extensive as Taylor•s, then the implica-
tions amount to almost an outline for a doctrine of the Atonement. 
The ultimate implication of this study of the Passion sayings, in Taylor•s 
opinion, is that Jesus had a theory of Atonement. His was, perhaps, not a closely 
articulated doctrinal theory, nevertheless, a theory. 11For these reasons it must 
be inferred that Jesus had a very definite •theory' of atonement. To Him the 
Cross was not an enigma, but the highway of conscious Messianic purpose ... l 
Looking back over this discussion of Taylor•s treatment of the Passion 
sayings, it can be seen how central they are to his whole Soteriology. His is 
no theory spun from air, but he believes that it originated in Jesus• conscious-
ness, and the implications lead to a doctrine of the Atonement. 
1tbid. 1 P• 272. 
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2. The Atonement 
The Atonement in New Testament Teaching has three sections. The first 
handles the primitive sources regarding the purpose and value set upon the death 
of Christ. The second section discusses in detai I the Atonement as seen in the 
writings of the three great creative writers of the New Testament era--Paul, the 
writer of To the Hebrews, and John. Part three presents Taylor's sacrificial theory 
of the Atonement, which, augmented by the concluding chapters of Jesus and His 
Sacrifice and The Cross of Christ (1956), will be the focus of attention within this 
section. 
a) The Nature of the Atonement 
Although Taylor's discussion is not so closely structured as this survey, 
there are advantages in treating the Atonement under the categories of God, 
Jesus, and man. 
(1) God and the Atonement 
The teaching of the New Testament clearly implies 
that the Atonement is a work of God upon the greatest and 
grandest scale; it is nothing less than the doctrine of how 
man, feeble in his purpose and separated from God by his 
sins, can be brought into a relationship of true and abid-
ing fellowship with Him, and thus can be enabled to fulfil 
his divine destiny, both as an individual and as a member 
of the community to which he belongs. 1 
The Atonement is a reconciliation of both man and the world to God. It is God's 
1 Taylor, ANTT, p. 167. 
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deed, as Taylor affirms, "the dream in which all dreams are included, but founded 
as many dreams are not, on the deed of God in Christ. 111 What amounts to the 
same view of the Atonement can be reconstructed from our previous coverage of 
the implications of the Passion sayings, especially the Divine necessity (6E.1) 
that compelled Jesus to accept that suffering Son of MI:Jn destiny. 
A fundamental part of any worthy doctrine of the Atonement involves its 
relationship to the love of God. At this point, Taylor's biblical methodology 
certainly does not accord primary importance to a doctrine according to its fre-
quency within the New Testament. Time and time again, Taylor emphasizes that 
Christ's death as an expression of the love of God is scantily supported in the New 
Testament. It appears only in Romans 5:8, Hebrews 2:9, John 3:16, and I John 4: 
10. None the less, Taylor insists that 11the idea is a fundamental assumption 
of the New Testament. 112 Furthermore, any doctrine rrworthy of the name" will 
find that all that the Abelardian theory claims is true, but that a doctrine of the 
Atonement closer to the mind of Jesus will say all this and more. 3 Further, while 
the Atonement is 11the final proof of the love of God, n4 and to neglect this truth 
is to fall into an unsatisfactory and unethical view of the Atonement to the point 
of rr•appearing' to divide the Godhead, 115 as a full statement of the doctrine of 
the Atonement it fails to answer the pressing question: Why did Jesus die?, and 
it lacks an adequate consciousness of the gravity of sin. 6 These matters will be 
1 [bid. I p. 171. 21bid. I p. 172. 3 JHS, pp. 302-303. 
4 3 5 6 FR, p. 19 . ANTT, p. 173. Cf. JHS, pp. 300-301. 
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taken up later. The point of emphasis here is that the Atonement, including Jesus• 
death, is an act of God•s love, but to stop at this point is not to adequately rep-
resent the scope of God•s redemptive work in the deed of Christ. 
Finally, and speaking in a Pauline vein, Taylor asserts that the Atonement 
mirrors both what God is and what He does. What is demonstrated in God 1s act 
of love in Christ•s death is an expression of God 1s eternal being. Taylor writes: 
The 11 righteousness of God 11 is not simply a quality 
possessed by Him, but is also, and at the same time, 
His saving activity amongst men; it is both what He 
is and what He gives. 1 
Thus, the Incarnation is closely connected with the Atonement from two perspec-
tives--Christ•s true identification with man and his true revelation of God 1s 
redemptive activity at work in his life and destiny. 
These three emphases--God 1s initiative, God•s love, and God•s activity 
to redeem--summarize fairly Taylor•s understanding of God 1s relationship to the 
Atonement. It asserts that the Atonement begins, is worked out within history 
itself, and concludes in the gracious righteousness of God, which is the expression 
of 11what He is and what He gives. 11 
(2) Jesus and the Atonement 
It is widely acknowledged that one can sum up the gist of Taylor•s doctrine 
of the Atonement in just three words. Of course, how accurately and how compe-
tently this is done is determined by the content poured into those three words. 
111 Great Texts Reconsidered: Romans 3:25, 11 ET, 50 (1938-39), 297. Cf. 
ER, p. 16; ANTT, pp. 76-77; and FR, p. 43. 
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Therefore, an examination of Jesus and the Atonement is really the explication 
of this statement: 0 The work of Christ is vicarious because it is representative; 
it is representative because it is sacrificial. ul 
Vicarious. --11Aimost every strand of New Testament evidence reveals the 
existence of the primitive belief that Christ died 'for us' or 'on our behalf. 1 u2 
Recognizing that the same connotation to this belief would not cover all the New 
Testament writers, Taylor also contends that the 11same depth of meaning" varies 
among them. The point Taylor makes here is that he thinks that the depth of mean-
ing intended by Paul, or To the Hebrews, or even I John 3:16 surpasses the vicarious 
implications of the Gospel of John. And, while Taylor finds that the New Testa-
ment is amazingly consistent in referring to this aspect of Chrises offering as tirre-p, 3 
thus stressing the vicarious and not the substitutionary aspect of Christ's death, 
yet, Taylor insists that this element, even though true to New Testament thought, 
remains a slightly ambiguous expression. 
Therefore, to say that nchrist died for usn;4 is a representative New Testa-
ment teaching is true, but it is also a mold into which all sorts of disparate theories 
lANTT, p. 198. Also, cf. verbatimwordsinCC, p. 92. 2 tbid., p. 173. 
3Taylor takes pains to emphasize that both Paul and the author of To the 
I ~ 
Hebrews always (except for TTep' in I Thess. 5: 10) select uTTe p, 11on behalf of, 11 
rather than !1-vr/, lrinstead of." Cf. ANTT, p. 59 and CC, pp. 30 and 54. 
4Typical support for this position, in Taylor's writings, would include these 
references:: (1) Jesus. Mk. 10:45; (2) Paul. I Thess. 5:9-10, Rom 5:8, 8:32, Eph. 
5:2,25, II Cor. 5:14-15, Gal. 3:13, and 2:20; (3) To the Hebrews. 2:9, 6:20, 
7:25, 9:14, and 9:24; and (4) John. 10:11, 15:13, and I Jn. 3:16. 
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of the Atonement can be fitted. The truth of the assertion is undoubted, however, 
as Taylor stresses, advocates of the Moral Influence Theory, Penal Substitution 
Theory, and Sacrificial Theory can all profess that Christ's death was vicarious 
and yet be poles apart as to what they mean by that assertion. Consequently, 
Taylor urges that to acknowledge the vicarious aspect is not necessarily to com-
prehend what it ultimately affirms. Thus, he says, "we have still to face the 
question: In what sense did Christ die for us?"1 His answer is: "As a representa-
tive. Jl 
Representative. --With precise care Taylor chooses to characterize one 
aspect of Christ's deed as representative. The nature of this representation spi lis 
over into Christology. In Taylor's mind, the certainty with which almost all the 
strata of the New Testament2 witness to Christ's representative role of God to man 
and man to God cannot be viewed apart from an understanding of who Christ was. 
As we have indicated earlier (pp. 37-38 ) 1 Taylor asserts that Jesus creatively 
reinterpreted the concept of the Son of Man 11in terms of the Suffering Servant 1 not 
the Servant-conception in terms of the Son of Man. "3 But just how Jesus represented 
1ANTT1 p. 174. 
2Such evidences as (1) Jesus. Mk. 10:45; (2) Paul. Rom. 5:18-19, 6:10-
11; II Cor. 5:-14 1 21 1 and Gal. 3:13 (cf. ANTT 1 pp. 84-92); (3) Peter. I Peter 2: 
24 and 3:18; (4) I Tim. 2:5; (5) To the Hebrews. 2:17 1 3:1-2 1 4:14-16 1 5:5-6 1 
5:9-10, 6:20 1 7:26 1 8:1-2, 9:11 1 and 10:-21 (cf. ANTT 1 pp. 119-120); and (6) John. 
Jn. h29 ,36 1 11 :50-521 and I Jn. 22:1-2 and 4:10. 
3 JHS 1 p. 282. 
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man in his death is to be found, according to Taylor, in the nclue 11 of the Old 
T estament• s concept of corporate persona I i ty. 
Taylor sees in Jesus• suffering and death both a personal facet and also a 
corporate one. As a representative of the community in need of reconciliation to 
God, Jesus pondered on the Servant poems and Psalm 22:6 and came to the convic-
tion that a unique relationship 11exists not only between Himself and particular 
individuals, but between Himself and mankind; it is a communal relationship in 
which there is a consciousness of representing men before God. 111 He then goes 
on to say: 11 lt is in this large sense that we must interpret the representative and 
• • I . H. ff . n 2 VICariOUS e ement In IS SU enng. 
What was represented? Taylor answers: "Obedience. 11 
In His suffering and death He has expressed and effected 
that which no individual man has the power or the spir-
ituality to achieve, but into which, in virture of an 
ever-deepening fellowship with Him, men can progres-
sively enter so that it becomes their offering to God. 3 
Thus, Christ represented man to God by offering, not only as an individual of the 
race, but also as one conscious of representing men before God, the one act of 
perfect obedience, possible only in virtue of who he was. 
Christ also offered, as man's representative, himself as nan act of submis-
sion to the judgment of God, a voluntary endurance of the consequences of human 
sin. n4 And by this "self-identification with sinners, rr5 without loss of self-identity 
and without losing the boundary between his 1-Thou relationship with God, Jesus 
1 JHS, p. 285. 3Ibid. I p. 283. 4ANTT I p. 175. 5 JHS, p. 285. 
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entered, voluntarily in obedience, into that representative relationship between 
God and man whereby he so identified himself with man's sin that he shared its 
shame and sorrow. Conversely, he mediated the consciousness of God's judgment 
upon sin which he, as God's representative, bore. 1 Thereby, Christ's obedience 
and self-identification with sinners became that which he, as man's corporate 
representative, representatively offered to God's judgment on human sin, and, by 
the same token, it became the loving, voluntary, and righteous act whereby he, 
as the Christ, the Incarnate Son of God, and in a II the mystery of the uniqueness 
of his Person, representatively expressed God's judgment upon sin and His initiative 
and intention to overcome sin's barrier and to effect a reconciliation of man to God. 
The key to this view of Christ's role in the Atonement is the often-mentioned 
term ~~>representative. 11 Taylor has gone to great lengths to distinguish between 
representative and substitutionary. A thin line divides the two in Taylor's presenta-
tion, but an important one. He says: 
There is undoubtedly a substitutionary aspect in the suffering 
of Jesus, in the sense that He did for men what they have no 
power to do for themselves; but the thought of redemptive 
service is thrown entirely out of focus unless faith-union 
between men and Christ is so intkmate that His offering 
becomes increasingly their own. 
He maintains that this distinction is necessary to preserve the ethical and religious 
values necessary in the doctrine of the Atonement. In addition to that, it must 
embrace all three elements of an adequate doctrine of the Atonement--the love and 
1
cf. ANTT, pp. 175-176 and JHS, p. 285. 2 JHS, p. 282. 
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purpose of God, the distinctive work of Christ, and man's appropriation, actively 
conceived and Spirit directed, of that offering. 1 
Therefore, Taylor declines to refer to Christ's work as substitutionary. 
Neither is Christ's obedience rendered instead of man's, nor did God transfer our 
punishment to him. Such categories are legal, says Taylor, and they cannot be 
flexible enough to comprehend the Atonement. Christ's work is "substitutionary" 
in the sense that he did what we can never do for ourselves, but it is not resubsti-
tutionary11 in that man has nothing to do but to accept His benefits. 2 Thus, while 
a man like Paul "grazes the edge of substitution, n3 the New Testament teaching 
as a whole leads Taylor to conclude that representative is a better explanation 
than substitutionary for holding on to distinction of what has been "accomplished 
for us11 and what must be 8 wrought in us. ,A And so, that unique offering of Christ's 
perfect obedience to God's will and his perfect submission to God's judgment upon 
sin are corporately offered by the one who is truly man's and God's representative, 
and whose work may become ours, not by an act of man's which is ucrudely sub-
stitutionary nor automatic in its action, u:5 but by a taking up of, and a claiming 
of the merits of, Christ's work in an act of faith-union between man and Gad-in-
Christ, so that Christ's representative offering becomes increasingly man's own 
as he identifies himself with that obedience and affirms God's just judgment upon 
sin. 
1 Cf. ANTT, p. 184. 2 CC, pp. 30-31. 3Ibid. 1 p. 31. 
41bid., pp. 89-90. 5 JHS, p. 283. 
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The representative aspect of Christ's work is, then, twofold. It has to do 
with the mediatorial role of Christ between God and man. It also concerns the 
perfect offering of Christ's work to God. Jt is the nature of that offering and its 
implications to which we now direct our attention. 
Sacrificial. --As might be imagined, the distinctive element in Taylor's 
"sacrificial theory of the Atonement11 is his concept of sacrifice. Following an 
intensive investigation of the New Testament evidence, Taylor concluded that, 
contrary to relative neglect of this element by other Soteriological theories, rrthe 
sacrificial aspect of the Atonement is one of the most widely attested ideas in 
New Testament teaching. nl For an example of its frequency of usage, he noted 
that nthe 'blood' of Christ is mentioned nearly three times as often as 'the Cross', 
and five times as frequently as 'the death' of Christ. "2 
We already have observed Taylor's inclination to emphasize both the Hebraic 
background of the New Testament (see earlier pp. 45-47 ) and his preference for 
sacrificial categories (see earlier pp. 52-53 ). These formative conclusions enter 
into his theory strongly at this stage of the discussion. 
Stated bluntly, Taylor concluded: 11 lf the death of Christ is not sacrificial, 
it is nothing. 113 This emphatic defense of his rrsacrificial theory" does not mean 
that Taylor thinks of it as the only theory capable of including the many diverse 
1ANTT,p.l77. 21bid. 
3ua Jesus and His Sacrifice': A Rejoinder, 11 London Quarterly and Holborn 
Review, 8 (1939), 46. 
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elements within the New Testament's varied representation of the work of Christ. 
There is a sense, Taylor contends, in which~ category, not even the sacrificial, 
can be sufficiently inclusive to cover every aspect of this doctrine. And, while 
human analogies are helpful in elucidating the Atonement, rrultimately it can be 
compared with nothing else; in the last resort it is sui generis. 111 Nevertheless, 
with this legitimate limitation acknowledged, Taylor avers that "the most probable 
view is that the bond which unites these ideas is the sacrificial principle. 112 
Turning, then, to the background of the sacrificial principle, Taylor contends 
that it is only in relatively modern times that such a theory could be rightly under-
stood. While it had long been understood that in Old Testament thought the ublood 11 
was primarily a 11vehicle of surrendered life, n3 it was only quite recently that the 
researches of scholars in comparative religions allowed us to regard sacrificial 
ideas of a higher type, specifically, ones which could conceive of a sacrifice 
grounded in the love of God and connected to the self-offering of Christ. 4 Thus, 
although various sacrificial analogies are mentioned in the New Testament--Cov-
enant, Passover, Sin-offering, and allied themes such as the scapegoat, cleansing, 
washing, redeeming, and expiation--5 Taylor emphasizes that it is not any one of 
1 2 3 ANTT, p. 191. JHS, p. 294. CC, p. 57. 
4cf. ANTT, pp. 189-190. As stated previously, Taylor prefers the theory 
of Robertson Smith relating sacrifice and communion over the gift theory of G. B. 
Gray and G. F. Moore, but in the end, in typical fashion for Taylor, he decides 
on a both-and explanation. Cf. JHS, pp. 49-50. 
5 Cf. ANTT, p. 177. 
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these which specifically relates to the ttsacrificial theory1~; rather, his use of this 
sacrificial interpretation assumes "a group of religious assumptions bearing upon the 
problem of the renewal of a fellowship broken by sin,rr1 which are thoroughly 
Jewish-Christian in texture, but which do not ttdepend on a particular rationale 
of sacrifice," but on the highest aspirations found in the Old Testament: "I 
understand this to be the idea of an offering which man can make his own •••• 112 
Stated another way, for this is fundamental to understanding Taylor•s theory, the 
sacrificial theory does not depend upon any one view of the Old Testament cultus. 
It is the basic pattern in these sacrifices which serves as 
a vehicle for the New Testament doctrine--the idea of a 
representative offering with which the worsliipper identifies 
himself, so that it becomes the means of his approach when 
in penitence he "draws near" to God. 3 
Stated in this way, the idea of propitiating an angry God is far removed 
from this more developed concept of sacrifice. Perhaps, the New Testament key 
word here is ~ ~o(lT J<e.rr{)o<.l. Taylor accepts this as the Septuagint word standing 
for the Piel form of the verb/ EJ J} and should be translated as "to cover 11 or 
- . 
"to wipe away •• .4 He goes on to note that the only usage of this verb in the sense 
of nto appease 11 or "to pacify" is in reference to man; but when it is used in ref-
erence to God it means 11to forgiven or "to purge away. 115 Then, in a significant 
example of reliance upon the findings of another New Testament scholar, Taylor 
does not himself undertake to prove the LXX and New Testament usage of /).~q-KefTt1t, 
11bid., p. 187. 
4 JHS, p. 52. 
2 3 JHS, p. ix. CC, p. 91. 
5 tbid. 
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instead he accepts C. H. Dodd 1s findings in The Bible and the Greeks 1 as conclusive. 
Dodd 1s conclusion regarding t )vJ.Q"KtfT{)tJI.l in LXX usage is that kipper, 
when used in the religious setting, did not refer to the possibility of the cultus 1 
pacifying an angry Deity, but rather l A~tr l(€tr8~z was taken nas a means of 
delivering man from sin, and it looks in the last resort to God himself to perform 
that deliverance, thus evolving a meaning of lAJO"KtCT~lstrange to non-biblical 
Greek. 112 In Taylor1s writings from 1937 on, he relies on this judgment by Dodd, 
especially when dealing with the crux passage Romans 3:25. 3 
Taking, then, Dodd 1s conclusion upon this important point, Taylor goes 
on to use the sacrificial principle positively. For example, 11bestowal of life is 
the fundamental idea in sacrificial worship 114 is taken as basic to the Old Testament 
understanding, and it is, subsequently, argued that this meaning was understood 
by Jesus and, as Mark 10:45 and 14:24 show, Jesus took up this Old Testament 
concept, combined it with the idea of covenant-blood, and was influenced by the 
Old Testament expiatory sacrificial system when He spoke of His death. 5 
When asked what was Jesus• sacrifice, Taylor says: 
For Him, we may infer, sacrifice is a representative offering 
in which men can share, making it the vehicle or organ of 
1c. H. Dodd, The Bible and the Greeks (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 
1935) 1 PP• 82-95. 
2Dodd, The Bible ••• , p. 93. 
3cf. 11 Great Texts Reconsidered: Romans 3:25, 11 pp. 296-297; ANTT, pp. 7, 
91, 124, 150, and 218; NJ, p. 121; CC, p. 32; and JHS, pp. 52-53. 
4 JHS, pp. 54-55. 5cf. JHS, pp. 73-74. 
their own approach to God. In His dying He expresses 
the sorrow and penitence which men ought to fyel, and 
which in fellowship with Himself they do feel. 
Thus, the offering of perfect obedience to the Father and the perfect submission 
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of Jesus to God's judgment upon human sin, which were mentioned as that which 
justified describing Jesus' offering as representative, are also part of the content 
of Jesus' sacrificial offering. But in Jesus'case, "His person raises His action into 
a new category of sacrifice, 11 so that the significance of His offering has "a moral 
and spiritual value which has no parallel elsewhere. u2 
What is perhaps the most distinctive aspect to Taylor's sacrificial theory 
is the intimate relationship between Jesus' offering and the whole sacrificial 
principle. This cannot be discussed in isolation to man's participation in this whole 
process, so we wi II now turn to that facet and thereby elucidate further the intricate 
interrelationship by which all these themes are joined together. 
(3) Man and the Atonement 
Even if one should concede that Jesus' offering was, in the full sense, both 
vicarious and representative, the question of how His offering becomes sacrificially 
efficacious as the vehicle for man's approach to God remains. Furthermore, since 
11a substituted repentance is a fiction, 11 since an obedience which is vicarious, 
yet not participated in, is a ucontradiction, 11 and since a submission by someone 
else to God's judgment upon sin 11has neither power nor meaning, 11 something must 
1ee, p. 21. 2 JHS, p. 295. 
be required of man, because the goal of reconciliation between God and the 
individual man is not something which can be imparted to man as 11an external 
gift. "1 That something Taylor specifies as "faith-union 11 with Christ. 11 lt is 
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faith-union which provides the nexus between men and the self-offering of Jesus; 
it is in virtue of this relationship that all that He offers in His death is available 
for man in his access to God. n2 
Taylor•s doctrine of the Atonement leaves within the hands of man the 
decisive word of faith which transforms that which is external to him into his own 
vehicle of approach to God. This is not at all to claim that the spiritual and eth-
ical achievement of Christ•s offering has no independent existence of its own. 
On the contrary, Christ's representative offering remains constant regardless of 
whether or not man accepts it: it is "a great immovable spiritual achievement 
accomplished in the mercy of God for sinners •••• u 3 Nevertheless, the inten-
tion of that representative offering is not attained unti I it is seen to be something 
"both accomplished for us and wrought in us •• .4 Therefore, even though what 
Jesus accomplished is wholly necessary for our approach to God, our faith-union 
with this deed of God-in-Christ is an essential element in man•s access to God. 
So, while faith-union does not add anything to Christ•s perfect offering, it is, 
none the less, the means by which the perfect offering of Jesus--possible through 
his perfect obedience and submission to God 1s judgment upon human sin, coupled 
1ANTT, p. 196. 2 JHS, p. 314. 
3 u• Jesus and His Sacrifice•: A Rejoinder, 11 p. 55. 4 cc, p. 89. 
with the uniqueness of his Person--is appropriated by man and becomes increas-
ingly his. 
With this vital distinction understood, we come to the crux of Taylor's 
sacrificial theory. It is this. It is possible 11to distinguish between the offering 
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of Jesus and the sacrifice He made possible. ul Of course, this distinction appears 
overly artificial when separated from a man's experience and subjected to the 
processes of analytic thought. Yet, it seems valid. Therefore, while Taylor is 
exceedingly careful to speak of Christ's saving deed as perfect and complete~ 
Christ's offering, it is only as this offering is appropriated by the individual in an 
act of faith-union that the whole intended work, Christ's deed plus man's response, 
becomes "the complete act , 11 and thus constitutes that sacrifice presented to God 
whereby man's access to God is made possible and reconciliation effected. 2 Hence, 
it becomes clear why Taylor specifies Jesus and His Sacrifice. It is only when taken 
together that the deed of Christ and the sacrifice made possible by man's appropria-
tion of God's deed in Christ become a fully completed action, the Atonement. 
Jv\an's part in the Atonement plays a necessary role at both ends of the 
process. Because of man's sin, the Atonement was necessitated} only with a 
man's personal appropriation of something, not external to himself, but of that 
which increasingly becomes his as he enters into the achievement of Christ's 
obedience and submission to God's wi II does the perfect offering (made by God 
in His love in Christ) become man's mode of access to At-one-ment with God. 
1 JHS, p. 298. 21bid. 1 P• 42. 
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And so herein is man•s role. It involves man•s relating himself so intimately to 
Christ•s offering, a man•s personal _,P£.Tti.VOld.. , his sacramental communion 
(indissolubly bound up with faith-union 1) with Christ, and his attempted reproduc-
tion (feeble though it may be) of Christ's Messianic suffering. Therefore, so long 
as n·sacrifice is more than the offering, that it is not complete apart from the 
worshipper on whose attitude and spirit its ethical value depends, n2 then man•s 
role is essential, if there is to be At-one-ment with God. 
All this can be said of man 1s role without in any way impugning the complete-
ness or the sufficiency of Christ•s Godward deed. 3 As Taylor speaks of man•s part: 
Neither the obedience, nor the submission, nor the penitence 
of Christ is accepted as a substitute for his offering; but each 
becomes a vehicle for his own approach. When he comes into 
the presence of God, it is not as a naked soul, carrying poor 
gifts of his own devising; he comes as one whose gifts are 
transfigured and caught up into something greater. The 
poverty of his obedience, the weakness of his submission, and 
the frailty of his penitence pass into strength andrwer in 
virtue of his union with Christ by faith and love. 
Also, the completed act of Christ•s intended self-offering is a corporate 
one. It is one in which man has a part. Nevertheless, a necessary prerequisite 
for man 1s proper apprehension of Christ•s deed is to recognize that his own access 
to God is dependent upon it and impossible without it; and, in this sense, JJthe 
Sacrifice is always His, but in a true sense it becomes ours also. 115 By virtue of 
llbid. 1 P• 292. 21bid. 1 P• 298. 
3cf. ibid., pp. 265-266, cf. alsop. 310. 
4lbid., p. 317. 5cc, p. ss. 
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man's faith-union with Christ's perfect offering, Taylor sees the resolution to man's 
human frailty and fitful penitence as man increasingly identifies himself in faith 
with God's deed in Christ and determines to follow in the messianic path of suffer-
ing love. Then the same God who initiated this decision by man wi II Himself, 
through Christ's offering, provide 11wings for our penitence, a vehicle for our 
obedience, and a medium for our submission to His holy will. nl 
Such, then, is man's role. Shrouded in the mystery of the origin of evil, 
man's sin represents man's need. At the other end of the spectrum, stands the 
Godwardly completed self-offering of Jesus-as-the-Christ awaiting man's decision. 
It is this total event-- 11the passion of God expressed in the Cross, the life and 
death of Christ Himself, and the relation of men to Him and His atoning work•t __ 
which Taylor views as 11the Atonement. u2 
In retrospect, Taylor's particular doctrine of the Atonement has become 
increasingly clearer as we have dealt with it from the three necessary perspectives--
God's, Jesus', and man's. By necessity, we accorded fuller treatment to Taylor's 
three major emphases within Jesus• work--vicarious, representative, and sacrificial. 
Now, after having introduced man's necessary role within the Atonement, it is 
imperative that we look more closely at the complex of experiences within the 
Atonement as it is viewed from its manward side. Therefore, in keeping with 
Taylor's sequence, we undertake to examine something of the internal structure 
of the Atonement • 
1 ANTT I p. 196. 2 JHS, p. 304. 
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b) The Internal Structure of the Atonement 
Originating in his study of the doctrine of the Atonement, there arose 
in Taylor•s mind a conviction that an important approach to this doctrine was to 
examine the manifold aspects of that experience of At-one-ment with God, in 
so far as they could be distinguished, over against what he had previously deter-
mined from Jesus and His Sacrifice and The Atonement in New Testament Teaching. 
In 1941 he wrote: 
I was well aware that in modern theology it is usual to 
identify forgiveness and reconci I iation, and to regard 
justification simply as a Pauline version of forgiveness; 
and I suspected that the acceptance of this threefold 
identification not only obscures the teaching of the 
New Testament, but also creates formidable difftculties 
in apprehending the doctrine of the Atonement. 
On the basis of this suspicion, Taylor investigated five New Testament concepts--
forgiveness, justification, reconciliation, fellowship, and sanctification--accord-
ing to their interrelatedness and according to their individual relations to the whole 
doctrine of the Atonement. This study was published in 1941 as Forgiveness and 
Reconciliation. 
Earlier, in 1939, Taylor prefigured some of his later findings in an article 
on forgiveness. 2 Here, after arguing that forgiveness in the New Testament is 
distinct from justification, reconciliation, redemption, sonship, and sanctifica-
tion, he maintained that it would be chaotic to press such distinctions too far in 
1FR, p. v. 
2r•constructiveTheology: I. Forgiveness, 11 ET, 51 (1939-40), 16-21. 
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New Testament theology. Thus, while he warned against forgetting the distinc-
tion, he concluded: 11 Nevertheless, I believe there ore decisive reasons why 
we should use the word forgiveness with the meaning of restoration to fellowship." 1 
However, his major point was clear enough. If New Testament exegesis is to be 
protected against confusion and theological error, the distinction between these 
two usages of the term J•forgiveness 11 must be recognized and heeded in construct-
ing doctrines of the Atonement. 2 
Then, with his right to deal with these topics individually assumed, he 
later said:-
It is not suggested that the Christian experience can be 
mapped out with the precision of a medical or geographical 
chart. • • • There is3 of course, a relative order in the Christian experience. 
(1) Forgiveness 
Taylor defines forgiveness as 11action directed to the removal or 
annulment of some obstacle or barrier to reconciliation. n4 This he concluded 
after an examination of the pertinent New Testament passages, specifically 
)I ( C ) I v I../!. 
such terms as «<pe trt s, o<_,#DlfTIWV, o( ~''Jfl. , and /\D(fi !.~« l. 
If, then, forgiveness is defined thusly, it cannot be identified exactly with 
reconciliation, since it is precisely this forgiveness which is 11ontecedent to 
reconciliation; it is that which makes reconciliation possible. rr5 This emphasis 
arises, therefore, since nowhere does the New Testament teach that Christ 
1Jbid. 1 P• 17. 2 Jbid. 1 P• 18. 3 FR, p. 194. 
41bid. 1 P• 3. 51bid. 
died in order that God might forgive men their sins. Or as he said: 
Forgiveness is not the purpose of the Cross, but a sign 
of the Messianic salvation which it makes possible, an 
ancient gift of God which can now be offered with 
complete assurance, just because in Christ God has 
been revealed as a redeeming and a saving God. 1 
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The condition of forgiveness, Taylor considers to be repentance. Although 
the New Testament speaks primarily of Divine forgiveness, there is also a note 
prevalent concerning the necessity of man's forgiving his fellow-man. 
Far from viewing the modern extension of the meaning of forgiveness as a 
perversion forced upon the more restricted Old Testament sense of 11an opened 
door,"2 Taylor finds its source in Jesus himself. Specifically, he states: 
The parable of the Prodigal Son has contributed more than 
a II other factors to the extension and enrichment of the 
content of forgiveness, so that in modern thought it is a 
synonym for reconciliation, and to such a degree that it 
requires an effort of mind to believe that it ever meant 
anything less. And the parable is a parable of Jesus! 
Jesus, therefore, who used the word forgiveness in a 
sense so different from our own, is directly responsible 
for the enlargement of the idea. 3 
So what began with Jesus has become fully established in modern usage. 
Taylor views this process as both inevitable and defensible. 4 But, if it is rightly 
recognized that Christ did not die in order that men might be forgiven, and if 
forgiveness and reconciliation are used synonymously, the end result is to empty 
Christ's death of any value in its Godward aspect. 5 However, the fuller meaning 
lnconstructive Theology: [. Forgiveness, 11 p. 19. 2 FR, p. 30. 
3[bid. 1 P• 19. 4Ibid. 1 P• 26. 51bid. 1 P• 27. 
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of reconciliation to God is protected, if the limits of forgiveness are recognized. 
Therefore, Taylor sticks to a more limited definition of forgiveness: 11Action 
directed to the removal or annulment of some obstacle or barrier to reconciliation,u1 
so that the broader scope and deeper meaning of precisely what God-in-Christ 
has done for man and has made possible for man can be recognized. This, naturally, 
is bound up with the whole doctrine of the Atonement. 
(2) Justification 
In what is perhaps Vincent Taylor's finest single chapter in any of his books, 
he discusses the concept of justification. 2 His best inclusive explanation of this 
historic battleground term is this: 
By justification St. Paul means the gracious action of God 
in accepting men as righteous in consequence of faith rest-
ing upon His redemptive activity in Christ •••• The man 
has faith, and God is active in the atoning work of Christ; 
but neither of these in itself secures justification. The 
ground of the justifying act is God's redemptive work, and 
the conditioning cause is faith, but it is the interaction of 
both which brings a man into right relations with God. 3 
Following an examination of Paul's usage of Oll(ri.l{)'w, J/J<ol.lOS , 
~1. 't(r/./Wtft.s I au(,U~d. I and 8LKPllOfTVV7 I Taylor accepts the combined 
1Jbido 1 P• 3. 
2 FR, pp. 29-69. 
31bido 1 P• 48. 
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judgment of Sanday and Head lam, 1 E. de Witt Burton, 2 Dodd, 3 and G. Schrenk, 4 
I 
that Ol.t<,.i.lOW cannot mean uto make righteousn: as Roman Catholic scholars have 
tried to do. 5 Nor is the meaning of <5LI(J.l OW rrto dec lore righteous, n nto deem 
righteous, 11 or even 11to treat as righteous 11 acceptable. Each of these suggests an 
ethical fiction. Rather, Taylor finds that it is better to speak of a meaning which 
sees that, when God justifies men, "the meaning is that he declares them to be 
righteous in His sight in virtue of spiritual conditions which to Him are valid, 
namely faith in Him as the Saviour and Redeemer of men. rr6 
Consequently, this understanding of bl-.(tl.t6w holds that the righteousness 
involved in this concept of justification uis not fictitious, not arbitrary, not passive, 
not meritorious. n? On the contrary, upon the grounds of ••faith in God as He is 
revealed in Christ, u that is, 11faith in God active to redeem men in Christ and 
His Cross, uS such faith becomes the 11conditioning cause of unmeritorious right-
eousness, a righteousness which is real, and not merely imputed, 119 and the 
1 William Sanday and Arthur C. Headlam, A Critical and Exegetical 
Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans (uThe International Critical Commentary 11 ; 
5th ed.; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1902), pp. 28-31. 
2A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle to the Galatians 
(•The International Critical Commentary"; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1920), 
pp. 460-474. 
3The Bible and the Greeks, pp. 42-59. 
4rt~/ Kt} ,., in Theologisches Worterbuch zum Neuen Testament, Herausgegeben 
von Gerhard Kittel {Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer, 1932- ), II, 176-229. 
5FR, p. 33. 6tbid., p. 53. 7tbid., p. 54. 8tbid., p. 55. 9 tbid. 
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resultant state of a man who so trusts in God is to be righteous, that is, righteous 
in the sense of 11 promise and potency rather than a righteousness of perfected 
achievement. n 1 This righteousness is both that which God requires and what God 
makes possible to a man who in his "moment of decision on which his future depends 112 
so grounds his faith in its object, God active to redeem in Christ, that God creates 
in him a righteousness of mind, purpose, and intention for which man can claim no 
credit. 3 It is this quality of righteousness which, although only in germ and potency 
in the present, looks forward to that eschatological experience when the promise 
and potency of the present, by God's grace, become the ground of an enduring 
reconciliation and fellowship with God. 
The reason for distinguishing justification from reconciliation is found by 
Taylor to be the ethical realities of God's righteousness. Thus it takes a real 
righteousness, neither imputed nor fictitious, to properly apprehend the Atonement. 
The sequence is, according to Taylor: 
Justification is the act of God which makes reconciliation 
possible; it is the ethical condition of reconciliation, the 
gift to the sinner of that standin~ by which alone he can 
enter into fellowship with God. 
And, although this separation may not be present in a man's consciousness, it is 
necessary to see the true limits of justification and of its intimate interrelatedness 
to a II the other facets of the Atonement or else 11we lose the differentia of each. n5 
libido 1 P• 199 o 2 tbid. 1 P• 54. 3Ibid. 1 P• 60. 
4 tbid. 1 P• 65. 5tbid. 1 P• 64. 
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It is only as a man recognizes and gives his own 31Amenn to God's activity in 
Christ that God makes possible •rthat righteous mind necessary to communion with 
Himself, u1 and by this 11Amen 11 of faith a man pleads and, by God's grace, achieves 
in potency whatever was achieved in the death of Christ; so that Christ's benefits 
no longer stand outside the man, but rather, what Christ achieved becomes 11a 
vital element in our approach to God. n2 
Thus viewed, 11being justified11 is much more than rrbeing forgiven." 
God's redemptive activity, which is n:an eschatological act brought into the 
present, 113 while complete in its Godward aspect, is, nevertheless, 11conditioned 
by faith on the part of men. u4 Nor is man 1s part wholly passive. Accordingly, 
Taylor discounts both the concept of an infusion of divine grace and the 
imputation (A o K 1 "fterrtJt:~..l) of God 1s righteousness as, in the first case, a 
loss of the doctrine of justification and, in the second case, an ethical fiction. 5 
Rather, the key to Taylor's concept of man's true righteousness is to be found 
in the object of man's faith. As he says: 11The righteousness springs from faith 
as it is related to its object; the object gives to it its character as the condition 
of righteousness. n6 
Thereby, the problem of how a man, faced by the double dilemma--his 
righteousness must be his own, yet he cannot create it; on the other hand, it must 
1Jbid. 1 P• 66. 2Jbid. 1 P• 48. 3Jbid. 1 P• 36. 
41bid. 1 P• 37. 51bid. 1 PP• 55-57. 6rbid. 1 P• 58. 
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come from God, yet even He cannot impute it1--and knowing that the quality of 
righteousness necessary for justification before God must be somehow both his and 
God's, coincides with the whole problem of the Atonement. Taylor's solution is 
his sacrificial theory of the Atonement whereby all that Christ's life and death 
embodied of God's love, righteousness, and purpose was "an affirmation made in 
the name of mankind, which individual men, through faith, can re-affirm and make 
their own, thus finding in it the avenue of their approach to God. u2 Hence, 
justification is God's acceptance of the man who surrenders all claim to his own 
righteousness and, in faith, accepts and pleads God's redemptive activity in Christ. 
(3) Reconciliation 
The boundary between justification and reconciliation is hazy, but Taylor 
contends that it exists and that it is for the welfare of our apprehension of the 
Atonement that the distinction should be recognized. 
How closely reconciliation overlaps with justification can be seen from 
Taylor's definition of the first term: "Reconciliation is the restoration of men from 
enmity and estrangement to fellowship with God,rr and 11 it is the act of God wrought 
through Christ and in the power of His Cross •••• u3 Wherein it differs from 
justification is that reconciliation is not only an act, but also a state, whose best 
equivalent is peace with God. 4 
To the old problem of whether reconciliation is an act or a process, Taylor 
chooses to say that it is certainly an immediate act of God in St. Paul's writings, 
llbid., p. 68. 21bid. 3ibid., p. 99. 4Ibid., p. 89. 
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but that we must 11 recognize an unbridged gap in his theology." 1 Here Taylor 
sides with the emphasis of modern theology in regarding reconciliation as a process 
throughout the developing life of the believer. Therefore, Taylor•s answer to the 
choice of act or process would seem to be an act of God which inevitably issues 
in a process. 2 To support this aspect of reconciliation, which Taylor suggests is 
lacking in Paul 1s theology, Taylor extends his net a bit to show how the process 
was implicit in Paul's theology in such concepts as peace with God, freedom, 
sonship, and fellowship with God. But whereas Paul may have overemphasized 
reconciliation as an act, Taylor charges that modern theology through such 
representatives as Ri tsch I , 3 John Oman, 4 and H. H. Fa rmer5 so emphasize 
reconciliation as a process that ttthe attempt to say what the love of Christ does, 
as distinct from what it reveals, is largely abandoned. u6 Thus, where Paul's 
emphasis seems to neglect the continuing relationship with God, described equally 
1tbid., p. 83. Paul is the only New Testament writer to use KcATcl.. ~Ao(o-<rw. 
Cf. FR, p:/0. 
2tbid., p. 70. Taylor does not state this explicitly, but this would appear 
to be the logical implication of his position. 
3A. B. Ritschl, A Critical History of the Christian Doctrine of Justification 
and Reconciliation, tr. John S. Black (Edinburgh: Edmonston and Douglas, 
1872). 
4 Grace and Personality (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1925). 
5The World and God: A Study of Prayer, Providence and Miracles in 
Christian Experience (London: Nisbet & Co., Ltd., 1935). 
6FR, p. 108. 
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well as reconciliation, certain modern theologians cut reconciliation off from 
its connections to the forgiveness of sins and justification. Taylor holds that both 
these emphases are biblical and necessary to an adequate perception of reconcilia-
tion. As an act, it coincides closely with justification, but in so far as it is 
equivalent to peace with God, it follows upon justification. As a process, it is 
the necessary prelude to fellowship with God. 1 
A sidenote of a related kind, but highly indicative of Taylor's biblical 
methodology, might be injected at this point. Dealing with #(q(ic<_)A~O"'trW 
1' 
as Paul's term for reconciliation, Taylor notes that in II Corinthians 5:19 11 Y?" 
1<-< Tol. ~~J cnr w v • • h • • rf n2 Th h f · IS a penp rast1c 1mpe ect. us, t e re erence IS to 
God's redemptive activity in Christ and not to a reference to the [ncarnation. 
The consistency with which Taylor uses this key New Testament verse in its per-
iphrastic sense, despite how easily it could be utilized to bolster his high Chris-
to logy, is both a tribute to Taylor's scholarship and to the consistency of his 
1Taylor's delineation of reconciliation from justification would appear to 
be one of the weaker points of Forgiveness and Reconciliation. His discussion of 
this term is not quite up to his lucid style. And while there is never a question 
of whom is reconciled, man is always the object of God's reconciling act and 
process, yet the internal distinctions maintained for reconciliation are not overly 
strong. Perhaps, the attempted distinction between justification and reconcilia-
tion is too gratuitously assumed and the attempt to establish it less than successful. 
What Taylor has to say of Paul's usage of KGC'r.t AA:CtrcrlJI J(o<T..(~ Aolf ~ , and 
~TrO I(G(T.( ). ).,/((J"q-W is well taken. Also, his criticism of modern t~eology's 
neglect of what Christ does is apparently justified. But what Taylor sees as 11an 
unbridged gap 11 in Paul's theology may be due to pushing imagined distinctions 
between justification and reconciliation beyond their proper state of fluidity within 
Pauline theology. 
2 FR, p. 72. 
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biblical methodology. 1 
(4) Fellowship 
Both forgiveness and justification are the necessary conditions for fellowship 
and logically antecedent to fellowship. Reconciliation is "the introduction to 
fellowship, 11 and the fruition of such fellowship is known as sanctification. Thus, 
Taylor can define fellowship as the first stages of reconciliation and its fruits. 2 
This summary presents the conclusions of Taylor•s investigations into such 
New Testament concepts as KOlVWV (.~ I PauPs ev Xrur..~ John 1S JLi.vetv e vI 
and the idea of 11seeing 11 or nknowing 11 God. Such fellowship does not mean a 
loss of personal identity or an absorption into the Divine, but rather, it 11carries 
with it an enhanced and enriched personality, with increased powers and possibilities 
of life. u3 This meaning Taylor takes as the norm for PauPs formula ~V X p1.a- T fJ 
I J 
which, along with John 1s _re.vGt.V GV concept, describe a distinctive type of 
fellowship, a •fellowship-mysticism. 11 
(5) Sanctification 
11 Sanctifi cation ••• may be described as the flowering of Christian 
growth and development •• .4 Taylor so characterizes that process and ideal which 
the New Testament never views as an instantaneous gift. 5 Then, following a 
discussion of sinless perfection and the vision of God, Taylor concluded: 
1 For such consistent references to the periphrastic imperfect usage in II Cor. 
5:19 I cf. 11Constructive Theology: I. Forgiveness I rr p. 18; ANTT I pp. 83 and 191 i 
FR, p. 72; 11The Unity of the New Testament: The Doctrine of the Atonement 1 11 
p. 257; CC, pp. 9, 30, 40, and 88; PCNTT, p. 60; and n:ooes the New Testament 
Ca II Jesus God?, 11 ET, 73 (1961-62), 118. 
2FR, pp. 140-142. 31bid. I p. 118. 41bid. I p. 154. 51bid. 
The ideal ought not to be described as either the Vision 
of God or the service of humility, but 'Ci'S"'CC>mmunion with 
God reflected and expressed in perfect love. 1 
The overriding consideration which Taylor brings to his discussion of 
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sanctification is its constant reference to the work of Christ. As the New Testament 
writers, fresh from perceiving that the ideal of Christian perfection depends upon 
the work of God in Christ, taught of a reconciliation to God which makes ethical 
and spiritual perfection both "an absolute necessityrr and nthe object of passionate 
desire, n2 so, too, Taylor maintains that this ideal of sanctification "requires a 
present and continuous ministry of Christ •••• 113 Consequently, the deed of 
Christ calls forth a striving after the ideal, and it also provides the potential for 
peace and reconciliation with God to reach its fruition. Seen thus, usanctifica-
tion by the Spirit and the Atonement are not alternative, but coincidental, doc-
trines. u4 
Furthermore, indicative of Taylor•s emphasis upon the historical nature of 
the Atonement, he even declares that the beatific vision is not that far off ideal 
of perfection; rather, 11 here and_ now we have the assurance that we are nearest 
to it when we see God in the face of the Crucified. u5 And the ideal of perfect 
love, so humanly impossible if viewed outside of God 1s deed in Christ, is answered 
by a love, not produced by men but by God, into which man•s love is borne up by 
God•s own love and thus sustained and purified. Seen in this perspective, Taylor 
llbid., p. 169. 2 tbid., p. 158. 3 tbid., p. 188. 
4tbid., p. 219. 5 tbid., p. 220. 
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implies that man's potential for sanctification is the same as that for justification, 
reconciliation, and fellowship, because in all cases it begins and ends in God's 
love. 
But Taylor is not content to leave this grand affirmation of God's love open 
to misunderstanding. So he goes on to specify that this quality of love, known now 
as God's, we see in "the divine drama of redemption "--Creation, (nca rnation, Jesus' 
ministry, Gethsemane, the Cross, and the Resurrection, plus Jesus' continued min-
istry on high--and, Taylor concluded= 11Here, as nowhere else, we see God •••• n 1 
3. The Cross as the Focal Point of God's Saving 
Deed in Christ 
In The Cross of Christ, Taylor opens with a treatment of the Cross as 
eternal and as Jesus saw it. This approach is a departure from the usual plan of 
his books which form a trilogy on the Atonement, since it begins with considera-
tions of a far more philosophical bent than is usual for him. This is not to imply 
that Taylor avoids or is spared philosophical presuppositions in his theology; he 
certainly has them, recognizes their presence, and usually reserves their more 
explicit treatment until the biblical material has been covered. 
a) The Cross and Time 
Taylor views the cross from outside or above our time series, as eterna I, 
and as an event in time. Also, it had a specific meaning for the Jesus of history. 
11bid. 1 P• 220. 
{1) The Cross as Eterna I and 
as an Event in Time 
Out of the three possibilities discussed by Taylor-- 11 (1) Events as Points 
in the Time-Series; (2) Events with Permanent Significance; and {3) Events as 
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Divine Invasions in Time 11--he, while conceding that it is a rrreligious judgment/' 
decided that the third category, Events as Divine Invasions in Time, presents the 
best perspective from which to interpret the fact of Christ. 1 Drawing expressly 
on Oscar Cullmann's treatment in Christ and Time, 2 Taylor concluded~ 
While the Cross is an event in history, it is not an isolated 
event, nor only an event with abiding consequences, but 
also the invasion of God into human history for the saving 
and blessing of men. As such, it neither began in A. D. 
29 or 30 nor ended then. At that point the love of God 
emerged and is of vital moment. 3 
That 11vital moment 11 was the Jesus of history. 
{2) The Cross and the Jesus of History 
Taylor introduces this topic with a very brief survey of his own defense 
of, the motivation behind, and authenticity of, the Passion sayings. The 
importance of this reiteration is that it comes almost two decades and thousands 
of hours of study later than Jesus and His Sacrifice. 
1cc, p. 7. Cf. ANTT, pp. 92 and 214; and FR, p. 228. 
2Tr. by Floyd V. Filson {rev. ed.; London: SCM Press, Ltd., 1962). 
3cc, p. 8. 
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In what is characteristic of Taylor's doctrine of the Atonement, he surmises 
that the complex of Old Testament roles which Jesus saw Himself as fi I ling (Son 
of Man and Suffering Servant) 11was interpreted by Jesus in terms of Old Testament 
conceptions of sacrifice. ul 
Another characteristic facet of Taylor's doctrine, although not previously 
mentioned in this survey, yet always present in Taylor's writings, is the close 
unity of the Lord's Supper to the Atonement. Taylor, a Methodist, in one place 
defended his repeated emphasis upon this intimate connection. He said that, 
contrary to expectation, it was not at all due to Anglican influence, but rather, 
he traced his enduring conviction of this close unity between the two to a 
Presbyterian, James Denney. 2 According to Taylor's view, when Jesus said 
11This is my body,n he meant 11 'This is I myself.' 113 And so, the disciples' 
11eating was meant to be an act of self-committal and a sharing in His sacrifice. n4 
Further, the shared cup was intended to be "a means of participating in His 
surrendered life offered to God on their behalf. They were to share in the power 
of a sacrifice for which they could claim no merit in themselves. n5 From this 
perspective, Taylor views the Lord's Supper as a proclamation and as an opportunity 
to participate in the representative and sin-bearing meaning which Jesus saw in 
his self-offering. 
11bid. 1 P• 20. 
3 
cc, p. 21. 
2
cf. 1'Mi lestones in Books, 11 p. 231. 
4Ibid. 1 P• 22. 5Ibid. 
The Jesus of history, according to Taylor, originated these ideas, not 
the community; and, while the sentiment expressed is the same as in his trilogy 
on the Atonement, his restatement of this decision is noteworthy. So in 1956 
Taylor concluded, possibly a bit more vehemently than before: 
I would stress that they are highly original ideas such as 
we are entitled to attribute to Jesus Himself. For my 
part I do not think that we gain a worthy and sufficient 
doctrine of the Cross, or an adequate standard of 
Christian living, unless these ideas dominate our 
religious thinking and worship. 1 
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Thus, the connection between the Jesus of history and the New Testament's inter-
pretation of the cross, according to Taylor, is intimate indeed. With Jesus as 
the originator of the Passion sayings, and with Jesus as the source of a sacrificial 
interpretation of his self-offering, Taylor, once again, has set forth the rudiments 
of his sacrificial theory of the Atonement 
b) A Modern Theory of the Atonement 
This necessarily descriptive coverage of Taylor's Soteriological writings 
has stated, in essence, his sacrificial theory of the Atonement. The very sequence 
followed--the Passion sayings; the relationship of God, Jesus, and man to the 
Atonement; the interrelated structure of the Atonement (forgiveness, justification, 
reconciliation, fellowship, and sanctification); and the focal point of the cross 
in both time and eternity--has been a cumulative presentation of Taylor's 
doctrine of the Atonement. Therefore, only a few highlights of that theory wi II 
be noted to round off its description. 
11bid. 1 P• 23. 
It is best to begin this summary with a definition of the doctrine of the 
Atonement, which Taylor claims concerns "both deliverance and attainment , 11 
and which involves "man's sin and his blessedness. u 1 
I begin by defining the character of the doctrine. 
The Atonement is the work of God in Christ for man's 
salvation and renewal. It is an attempt to explain, so 
far as an explanation is possible, how man is delivered 
from his pride and his overweening confidence in him-
self and is brought into a true and abiding fellowship 
with God, and so is empowered to fulfi I his divine 
destiny as an individual and as a member of society. 2 
{1) Taylor's Sacrifi cia I Theory 
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First, Taylor defends the need for any theory at all. He holds that, while 
a theory per!: is not necessary to a man's justification before God, it would 
be wrong to conclude that theories of the Atonement are unimportant. 3 Further-
more, it is much more probable that men will appreciate the importance of their 
faith-relationship to Christ, if it is related to the Atonement in a way that answers 
to man's intellectual outlook and spiritual attitude. 4 Then, Taylor asserts that 
such a theory requires both a Godward and a manward interpretation, rralthough 
not necessarily one of the traditional theories in which it has been stated. 115 
Taylor's answer to the need for such a theory is his own sacrificial inter-
pretation. He maintains that it 11meets the deepest needs of man 116 and that 11it 
is richer and more adequate than any other . • ? Even this theory breaks under 
11bid. I p. 87. 21bid. 3FR, p. 61. 41bid. I p. 201. 
51bid. I P• 61. 61bid. I P• Vii • 7 CC, p. 92. 
the strain of describing that deed. All that Taylor asserts for it is that it is less 
inadequate than the various other theories in describing God's great work. 1 
The Saving Deed of Christ.--The Atonement is comprised of the saving 
deed of Christ and the appropriation of that work by faith by mankind. 11These 
two together constitute the Atonement. rr2 
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The saving deed itself was meant to fulfil the Godward side of the Atone-
ment, but it does not cease to exist without the response of man to God in Christ. 
This deed has three characteristics. 
First, it is vicarious. It is 11for us. 11 If it is, as Taylor's premise runs, 
that 11 His love can be satisfied with nothing less than a perfect response from men, rr3 
if perfect obedience to the Father's will is required, and, if perfect penitence 
for man's sin is to be made, Christ alone could fulfil these demands; and so we, 
vicariously, relate ourselves to his perfect penitence "like mute poets who find 
their voice in the words of another. n4 
Secondly, it is representative. Such representation 11grazes the edge of 
substitution''5 yet does not fall into it. In some sense, Christ (the "sin-bearer11) 
suffers the penal consequences of man's sin. 
Thirdly, it is sacrificial. This approach utilizes no one Old Testament 
sacrifi cia I category, but it draws upon "the basic pattern in these sacrifices. 116 
1 2 3 ANTT, p. 100. CC, p. 88. JHS, p. 288. 
4 5 6 FR, p. 197. CC, p. 31. Ibid., p. 91. 
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For the 11content 11 of Christ•s work, Taylor lists four points. One: God 1s 
love for man is the supreme revelation of Christ•s deed and the true presupposition 
of the doctrine of the Atonement.1 Two: Christ•s self-offering unto death was 
made in obedience to the Father 1s will. 2 Three: Christ•s saving deed was a 
voluntary act of submission to God•s judgment upon sin. 3 Four: Christ•s saving 
d d · · · · t f • · f 4 Th f •t h ee contmues 1n a mm1s ry o mtercess1on or man. ese our constl ute w at 
Christ did and does for mankind. 
The Response of Faith.--Just as it is Jesus and his sacrifice, so, too, it is 
Christ•s self-offering plus man•s efforts (borne up by Jesus• work) that becomes the 
Sacrifice. 5 The response called forth by God 1s deed in Christ is faith on man 1s 
part. 
Taylor•s specific contention here is that the sacrificial theory gives substance 
to the act of faith. It is not faith in general which is evoked; rather, 11faith gains 
its substance through Christ. • • • It is objectively controlled by what He is and 
by what He has done. 116 Such faith is so intimately related to the deed of Christ 
that, using his sacrificial metaphor, Taylor can say: 11Faith lays its hand upon 
His self-offering, entering into its significance, and making it the sacrifice by 
which man draws near to God •• .7 
1Jbid., pp. 92 and 56. 2 Jbid., p. 93. 3Jbid. 
4Jbid. 1 P• 95. 
6 CC, p. 98. 7 
5 Cf. ANTT I p. 213. 
FR, p. 229. 
Such is the intention of faith. Its quality may be that of the simplest 
trust, because 11the truth is that the simplest form of faith in Christ contains 
within itself the germ and the potency of its fullest development. 111 110nce 
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we have made this response, the issues are in the hands of God, 11 concludes Taylor, 
and this type of a response is nrational if Christ has done all things necessary to 
salvation. 112 
{2) Summary on Taylor's Soteriology 
This entire treatment of Taylor's Soteriology has been a presentation of 
the bui I ding-blocks with which he formulates his sacrificial theory of the Atone-
ment. The nature of such a theory is that it cannot be adequately assessed unti I 
it has been seen in its cumulative effect. Many potential criticisms are nipped 
before they are expressed by this procedure, and, then again, particular points 
of dissent are hardened as they reappear again and again. The intention of this 
section has been to present the possible contribution of this theory in sufficient 
fullness to accord with Taylor's impressive labors in this area of New Testament 
study. 
11bid. 1 P• 101. 
2 FR, p. 225. 
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D. Life of Jesus Research 
Undertaking to write a life of Jesus, according to Taylor, is risky business. 
11Anyone who attempts to write a Life of Christ must recognize from the outset that 
his task will end in failure •••• ul Nevertheless, Taylor contends that it is a 
necessary task and must be done for every generation. In a classic statement, he 
justifies the basic intention of such research: 
It is time to cease girding at the older liberals, whose 
greatness, I ike good wine, needs no bush. If we do 
not I ike their constructions, we must take over their 
business under new management, for to attempt to 
expound doctrine without a scrupulous regard for the 
truth of the Gospel tradition is to build upon sand. 
Since Christology is inalienably bound up with history, 
we must descend to the basement and beneath to its 
foundations, even though the glory of the temple of 
faith is seen only from the skies. 2 
And while the very attempt to sketch Jesus• life is 11a perilous and presumptuous 
undertaking, 113 and even though some degree of failure is almost a certainty, 
Taylor views life of Jesus research as justified and necessary, if we are to form 
11a just appreciation of his person and the effects he has produced in history and 
I. • . .. 4 re 1g1ous expenence. 
The purpose in this section covering Taylor•s work on the life of Jesus will 
not be to retrace his steps as he deals with the various incidents and periods within 
that story. Rather, what is attempted is an 11aeria1 11 view of his work in this area, 
so that only the major 11 landmarks 11 of his treatment are handled. With this purpose 
llMJ, pp. v-vi. 21bid., pp. 8-9. 
3 11The Life and Ministry of Jesus, 11 IB, VII, 114. 41bid. 
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in mind, we take up what is perhaps the livest issue in New Testament studies 
currently, the possibility of a life of Jesus. 
1. The Possibility of a Life of Jesus 
Writing in his first book in 1920, Taylor justified Gospel research in light 
of a specific criterion. That standard is knowledge of the Jesus of history. His 
opinion then, as we shall see it is forty years later, was that New Testament study 
is not only desirable, but, 11 if, indeed, it will bring men nearer to the Jesus of 
history, it is a quest which cannot be refused, however great the difficulties may 
b Ill e. 
When form-criticism thoroughly shook the foundations of life of Jesus 
research, Taylor, following his period of concentration upon that tool, could still 
say positive things about that search. He admitted that the biographical interest, 
at least according to modern standards, was certainly lacking in primitive 
Christianity. None the less, Taylor refused to view the Gospels as bankrupt in this 
interest. He concluded: 11 None of them aims at producing a biography in the modern 
sense of the term, although all wish to tell the Story of Jesus. n2 
Then, in 1942, when Taylor•s interest in life of Jesus research became 
stimulated, 3 he indicated his position in an article, 11 (s It Possible to Write a Life 
of Christ'? Some Aspects of the Modern Problem • • A 
1 HEVB, p. v. 2 FGT I p. 143. 
3LMJ, p. v. He says 1942, although the article next cited dates back to 1941. 
4eT, 53 (1941-42), 60-65. 
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Within that article, Taylor mentioned form-criticism as the major reason 
why life of Jesus research had largely ceased. 1 But he cited the work to uphold 
the Markan outline of such scholars as Lagrange, F. C. Burkitt, W. F. Howard, 
A. H. McNeile, and C. H. Dodd as evidence that nmany New Testament critics 
have not bowed the knee to Baal. "2 Sti II, he recognized that such efforts were 
mainly defensive holding-actions. Such judgments are opinions, he said, and 
no one has carried them much further. 
No one has built upon them. The universities of Great 
Britain are silent. No one apparently has the knowledge, 
imagination, and, above all, the courage to face failure 
in the attempt to re-tell the Story of Stories to a dying 
world. • • • In part, of course, this situation is due to a 
healthy caution •••• Let us, however, not deceive our-
selves. The main cause of silence is a subtle kind of 
intellectual and spiritual sloth. 3 
Taylor's intensity of conviction concerning the task's importance is readily 
apparent. Equally so is his conviction that the 11Ariadne's thread 11 for the historian's 
search is to be found in what Jesus sought to accomplish. "The life of Christ," 
Taylor affirmed, "is His work. ,.4 
The conclusion to which Taylor came when facing that question: ls it 
possible to write a life of Christ? is 11Yes." But it was a qualified affirmation. 
Admitting that every attempt will end in failure, he placed a lot of confidence in 
"this audacious and desperate enterprise," because he felt that a whole company 
of pioneering efforts may contribute much to breaking down 11the mask of the 
11bido I Po 61. 21bido 3tbid., P• 62. 4 1bid., Po 64. 
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Incognito which for our generation still hides the face of the Jesus of history. 111 
With this answer of "Yes, 11 Taylor apparently began his labors in this area of New 
Testament studies, which did not come to fruition for another decade. 2 
Our next evidence of Taylor•s positive answer to the legitimacy of the 
quest for the historical Jesus is his article in The lnterpreter•s Bible, which appeared 
in 1951. There Taylor, in the briefest manner conceivable, took up the specifics 
of the problem. Fortunately, this important article was amplified with the appearance 
of The Life and Ministry of Jesus in 1954. Therefore, let us examine from three 
perspectives Taylor•s viewpoint concerning the possibility of a life of Jesus. 
a) The Place of Jesus in Human History 
One consideration, even more primary to the possibility of writing a life 
of Jesus than the nature of the sources, is, according to Taylor, 11the greater 
problem" of doing justice to the place of Jesus in human history. 3 The creative 
11bid. 1 P• 65. 
2Taylor•s article just cited was part of a trilogy in the Expository Times on 
that topic. To the same question, T. W. Manson gave an affirmative answer. In 
defense of the basic historicity of Mark 1s presentation, Manson polemically said: 
11 lt is not higher criticism but the higher credulity that boggles at a verse of Mark 
and swallows without a qualm pages of pure conjecture about the primitive Chris-
ti.ans• psychology and its workings on the pre-literary tradition (Guignebert 1s 
Jesus, for example). 11 "Is It Possible to Write a life of Christ?, 11 ET, 53 (1941-
42),248-251. C. J. Cadoux, 11 ls It Possible to Write a Life of Christ? , 11 ET, 53 
(1941-42), 175-177, also gave a tentative 11Yes 11 to the question, but his was 
certainly more qualified than Taylor1s or Manson•s. 
3 11The Life and Ministry of Jesus, 11 IB, Vll, 114; cf. LMJ, p. vi. 
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impetus of the figure of Jesus upon history as a whole and, specifically, upon the 
Church 1s faith, experience, and worship is a factor which is difficult to estimate 
and to evaluate ttscientifically. 11 Taylor holds that without 11fidelity to the sources 
and a full appreciation of the wonder and greatness of Jesus,'• 1 it is not possible 
to do justice to that story. 2 
Part of this proper appreciation of the magnitude of Jesus• personality is to 
recognize that he, too, if fully human, must have had some concepts regarding 
his person and his mission. Taylor•s statement of this truth is highly indicative of 
his method of treating the person of Jesus of Nazareth. 
We have been much too afraid of reading doctrine 
into the story of Jesus, too anxious to be liberal and detached. 
Yet forty years ago Schweitzer showed us that there is such a 
thing as 8 dogmatic history, 11 that is, 11history as moulded by 
theological beliefs. Jl We shall not be tempted to read back 
into the thoughts of Jesus the scholarly theories of later 
times • • • • But we must cease to cherish the delusion that 
Jesus went to death without the shadow of an idea of why he 
must die and what ends his death would serve. 3 
So basic is this consideration that Taylor ranks its subtlety and its importance ahead 
of the nature of the sources. No doubt its possibilities of being overdone or under-
done contribute much to Taylor•s conviction that all lives of Jesus, including his 
1tbid. 1 P• 115. 
2This is an important premise for Leben-Jesu research, although one not 
often explicitly recognized. Cf. Donald T. Rowlingson, 11An Appreciative Spirit 
in Historical Study of Jesus, 11 Religion in Life, 15 (1947), 346-352. 
3uThe Life and Ministry of Jesus," JB, Vll, 137. This statement is 
produced almost verbatim in LMJ, pp. 180-181. 
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own, are relative failures. 
With provision for this aspect of true historical perspective acknowledged, 
Taylor turns to the problems of the Gospels as sources for a life of Jesus. 
b) The Value of the Gospels as Sources 
That the Gospels confront the historian with an unique challenge needs no 
detailed supporting evidence. The Synoptics and John differ only in the degree 
to which they are interpretations of Jesus' life. Taylor has faced the nature and 
the value of the Gospels as sources for a life of Jesus, not only in his life of Jesus 
research, but throughout his writings. 
uThe Gospels are the sources of our knowledge of him, but the Gospels 
as interpreted and understood. 111 With this statement, Taylor accepts as valid 
sources the materials of Mark, Q, L (assuming the Proto-Luke Theory and viewing 
las an oral source), M, and certain traditions from John's Gospel. 2 
The question of the historical value of this Gospel tradition has already been 
handled, so it need not be reiterated. 3 Suffice it to say that, while Taylor eschews 
to regard the Gospels as fundamentally biographical in nature, however, he does 
insist that "a biographical interest, however fragmentary, must therefore have 
existed almost from the first. ,A This perspective appears to be his own way of 
1LMJ,p.15. 
2cf. LMJ, pp. 10-24. For a fuller treatment of Taylor's view of these 
sources, see earlier, pp. 85-88 • 
3cf. Taylor's formative conclusion on this topic, pp. 30-33. 
4GM, p. 19. 
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guarding against the claim that the Gospels are mostly legendary writings. Hence, 
the scepticism of the more radical form-critics is, by Taylor, held to be excessive. 
Their historical pessimism, Taylor reasons, appears as a reaction that has gone too 
far. Thus, in spite of the challenge of the views of such men as R. H. lightfoot, 1 
Bultmann, Bertram, Loisy, Guignebert, and K. L Schmidt, Taylor counters: 
11The fact which emerges from the modern study of the Gospel tradition is its 
trustworthiness, provided we do not make impossible demands upon it. 112 
c) The Value of the Markan Outline 
Not only is 11the basic Synoptic order" best reflected in Mark's Gospel, 3 
but, in addition, Taylor affirms that its outline, as the Gospel itself, and "although 
insufficient to constitute a biography, is basically trustworthy. 114 Furthermore, all 
the Gospels, if appreciated within their limitations, become "a reliable guide to 
the study of the mind and purpose of Jesus and to the turning points of his ministry 
in Galilee and Jerusalem. 115 
1 History and Interpretation in the Gospels (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 
Ltd., 1935). The famous statement of Lightfoot 1s on p. 225: the Gospels J'yield 
us little more than a whisper of his voice; we trace in them but the outskirts of 
his ways, 11 is cited by Taylor. Taylor also notes Lightfoot's claim that the impli-
cations of that passage have been misunderstood, cf. Lightfoot, The Gospel 
Message of St. Mark (Oxford: Clarendon Press, /f95071952). However, Taylor 
doubts that lightfoot's explanation umeets the reCI diFf'iculty, nand so he, in effect, 
discounts Lightfoot's disclaimer. LMJ, pp. 25-26. 
2 LMJ, p. 33. 3Jbid. I p. 11. 
4 11The Messianic Secret in Mark: A Rejoinder to the Rev. Dr. T. A. Burkill," 
p. 248. 
5 LMJ, p. 27. 
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Taylor draws upon Gospel material with a relative freedom which, undoubtedly, 
makes the more historically pessimistic scholars wince at his 11Scientific use of imagina-
tion. u 1 Nevertheless, his studied confidence in the Marken outline existed prior 
to this line of investigation; it sustained itself throughout his decade of study of 
Mark's Gospel; and he approaches the problem of the Jesus of history, alert to its 
shortcomings, but convinced that it gives na convincing summary of the outstanding 
events in the life of Jesus. n2 
2. Taylor's The Life and Ministry of Jesus 
What began as an article in The Interpreter's Bible and appeared in book 
form in 1954 is a study of Jesus of Nazareth far different from Bultmann's Jesus3 
and, on the other hand, also a distance removed from the opposite type of 11 1ife 11 
such as David Smith's The Days of His Flesh. 4 
a) Some Characteristic Emphases 
(1) The Peri cope Approach 
What Schweitzer prefigured in his metaphor concerning the Gospel of 
Mark's lack of connecting links between pericope was decisively seconded by 
the exponents of form-criticism. Into this knowledge of the uncertainty of the 
chronology of each unit of tradition, Taylor has entered; but he has not conceded 
1 0 The Life and Ministry of Jesus, 11 IB, VII, 114. 2 LMJ, p. 39. 
3Bultmann's book is primarily a study of the teaching themes of Jesus. 
48th rev. ed.; New York: Harper & Brothers, n.d. Smith is much more 
assured of the sequence within the life of Jesus and more convinced of the Gospels' 
chronology than is Taylor. 
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that the general trend of Mark 1s outline is compromised by such considerations. 
Consequently, Taylor recognizes the validity of the pericope approach and utilizes 
it, but he continues to maintain the general sense of movement within Mark•s story. 
Taylor•s 11 life 11 is organized around five periods within the life of Jesus: 
(1) prior to the Galilean ministry; (2) the Galilean ministry; (3) the withdrawal 
from Galilee; (4) the Jerusalem ministry; and (5) the Passion and Resurrection. 
However, within these larger divisions, his treatment of Jesus• life is broken up 
into forty-five individual chapters. Furthermore, the fluidity of much of the teach-
ing material is acknowledged by him; often he admits that much of it could be 
fitted into differing chronological schemes. The extent to which this judgment 
pervades most of the Gospel tradition, except sections which Taylor holds to be 
pre-Gospe I com pi lations--Mk. 2:-1-3:6, 9::15-12:40, and the Passion narratives 1--
and even those sections are not wholly topical or chronological, is most clearly 
evident from a perusa I of Taylor•s The Gospel according to St. Mark. In that 
work, the possible, probable, or lack of any connection to the previous pericope 
is examined in each instance; and, although this detailed analysis is not carried 
out within The Life and Ministry of Jesus, its conclusions are visible throughout. 
Thus, Taylor handles the Gospel tradition according to the complexity 
of its acknowledged character. He knows that many of his judgments on the 
period to which this or that piece of tradition may belong are debatable, yet he 
is convinced that form-criticism•s basal assumption is justified. Thus, Taylor 
seeks to tread the narrow way between regarding the tradition as nothing but 
1 Cf. FGT I p. 39. 
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isolated pieces of unconnected and displaced tradition and viewing Mark's outline 
in the rigidity of a previous era of research. Whether or not Taylor's division of 
the material into these five general periods, and if, within these groupings, his 
designations of the placement of specific units of tradition are defensible, remain 
an open subject in life of Jesus research. Probably, his particular placement of the 
tradition will, inevitably, be the source of much dissatisfaction; and this is certainly 
a part of the hesitancy with which he published his 11 1ife, 11 knowing that 11at a hun-
dred points, 11 he confesses, 11the writer's results will be open to question, and in 
the end he may satisfy no one • • • • nl 
Regardless of whether or not Taylor's reconstruction of the relative order 
of the tradition is completely successful, his disciplined attention to the fluidity 
of each unit of tradition marks off his attempt at a life of Jesus from simi lor 
attempts in the nineteenth century (the Liberal life-of-Jesus-School); and it 
reveals the obverse side of Taylor's dependence upon a qualified version of the 
Marken outline. Seen in this light, Taylor's peri cope approach to the life of 
Jesus is highly characteristic. 2 
1 LMJ, p. vi. 
21n some respects this approach was first carried out by Shirley Jackson Case 
in Jesus: A New Biography (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1927) but not 
in the precise manner nor style of Taylor's treatment. Taylor's goal is certainly 
less ambitious than Case's: 11We of today would see Jesus, the real Jesus of history, 
exactly as he lived in Palestine among his contemporaries nineteen hundred years 
ago. 11 P. 6. 
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(2) Son of Man 
When, in 1937, Taylor considered the Son of Man sayings, he examined 
T. W. Manson•s corporate interpretation 1 and rejected it. 2 Even though Taylor•s 
decision was the same as Manson•s, that Jesus took his concept of Son of Man 
from Daniel, not Enoch (see earlier pp. 49-50 ) , yet Taylor balked at Manson•s 
corporate concept of the Son of Man, which was later narrowed down to the person 
of Jesus Himself. This position was to change. 
By 1946, Taylor had modified his opinion to include some aspects of 
Manson•s corporate interpretation. In an article that year, 3 he took the decisive 
step of regarding the Gospels• present sequence of the Son of Man sayings as 
inverted. Specifically, he concluded that the Son of Man sayings, in Mark, Q, 
M, and L, relating to the Parousia ubelong to the earlier part of the ministry of 
Jesus and represent a stage which was subsequently passed in His thought and 
teaching. 114 The fact that all such sayings stood in apocalyptic discourses, which 
Taylor decided are, for the most part, uartificial compi lations, 11 led to his further 
conclusion that they could have been spoken at any point during Jesus• ministry. 5 
Hence, Taylor felt free to posit this order for the Son of Man sayings: first came the 
Parousia sayings, and second came the Messianic suffering sayings. Towards the 
close of the article, Taylor concedes that 11 it may well be that the communal inter-
1The Teaching of Jesus. 2 Cf. JHS, pp. 24-32. 
3nThe •son of Man• Sayings relating to the Parousia, 11 ET, 58 (1946-47), 
12-15. 
41bid. 1 P• 12. 51bid. I P• 13. 
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pretation of the Son of lv\an was uppermost in the mind of Jesus •••• "1 
Taylor's sketch of Jesus' life in The Interpreter's Bible, supported in rapid 
succession by his other books, 2 took up into itself the basic pattern of Manson's 
approach, which had been reenforced by C. J. Cadoux. 3 
With this study of Taylor's developing thought on this topic surveyed, a 
short review of his view of the Son of Man sayings wi II be undertaken. Although 
these sayings appear in all the strata of the Gospel sources and nowhere else, 
with the exception of Acts 7:56, 4 it will make this survey more pointed and 
facilitate a grasp of Taylor's concept of the Son of lv\an according to his "provisiona I 
and perhaps speculative" arrangement to consider only those in lv\ark's Gospel. 5 
Present Messianic Sense. --The two sayings found in lv\ark 2:10 and 2:28 
are viewed by Taylor as Jesus' own usage of the Aramaic bar nasha which was 
intended to imply a personal authority belongin~ to Jesus Himself. 6 As such, 
the authority implied was "Messianic to Himself, but non-Messianic, yet a challenge 
to reflection, in the hearing of His opponents. It ought not to be assumed that it 
11bid., p. 14. 2cf. GM (1952), NJ (1953), and LMJ (1954). 
3The Historic Mission of Jesus {london: lutterworth Press, 1941). 
4cf. Taylor's discussion of these sayings according to their specific sources, 
NJ, pp. 25-30. 
5NJ, p. 33. 6GM, pp. 199-200. Cf. NJ, pp. 27-28. 
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was His purpose to be immediately understood •••• u1 
Taylor regards Mark 2::10 as genuine, but he considers Mark 2:28 as a 
comment by some unknown Christian upon the saying found in verse 27. 2 Despite 
that consideration, he treats the two sayings together, holding that neither was 
intended to convey the more genera I sense of uman 11; rather, the concept of "the 
Man" is taken by him to be Messianic, characteristic of Jesus• allusive claims 
for himself, and illustrative of Jesus• view of himself as Messias absconditus. 3 
Eschatologicai-Parousia Meaning. --Three of Mark•s sayings are designated 
by Taylor as Parousia sayings with eschatological tones. They are Mark 8:38, 
13:26, and 14:62. We have already mentioned Taylor•s decision that these 
sayings precede the suffering sayings connected with the Son of Man. 4 
According to Taylor•s schema, the distinction between these three sayings 
and those concerning the suffering Son of Man is, not organically unrelated, but, 
. 
nevertheless, definite. In the Parousia sayings, Jesus• usage of)//jj .1 7 _3. or 
•"':' -
)I Jjj I/1 7 J is corporate. It refers to the "Elect Community of which He is the 
. . .. 
1tbid., p. 200. Cf. NJ, p. 27. 
2fbid., p. 220. Cf. NJ, p. 28. The reasons for this distinction between 
these two similar sayings are less than strong. That Jesus nowhere claims lordship 
over the Sabbath, decisive in this case for Taylor, is precisely the type of negative 
approach that he disallows others to employ on the Passion sayings. Further, that 
the verse ureads like a Christian comment 11 (ibid.) says next to nothing in light of 
his own formative conclusion regarding the creative impetus of Jesus. 
3tbid. 4cf. NJ, p. 33. 
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Head. 111 That is, Jesus looked for God•s speedy establishment of His Rule; and, 
in relation to that hope, Jesus viewed the Son of Man (as it is specified in Daniel) 
as the Elect Community of God•s people. Thus, Taylor takes up Manson •s corporate 
interpretation for this group of sayings. 
Messianic Suffering Concept.--The bulk of Mark 1s Son of Man sayings are 
connected with suffering and death. 2 To these sayings, as has been indicated in 
our earlier coverage of Taylor•s view of the Passion sayings, Taylor attributes a 
l (I ,. /\1 
personal meaning for 0 ULOS T()tJ t1Vr::JfW7TOU. Whereas Manson came to 
attribute a personal sense to some of these sayings through the narrowing of the 
corporate concept until it issued in a self-designation of Jesus as the ideal of that 
corporate figure, 3 Taylor prefers to regard the Passion sayings as personal in an 
even less ambiguous sense. 
With the assignment of the Parousia sayings to an earlier part of Jesus• 
ministry, Taylor takes the failure of the Mission of the Twelve as the watershed 
for this development within Jesus• mind. After that time, when Jesus spoke of the 
1(bid. 1 P• 32. 
2Mark 8:31,9:9,9:12, 9:31, 10:33f., 10:45, 14:21 (bis), and 14:41. 
3Manson, pp. 227-228. 11His (Jesus 1} mission is to create the Son of Man, 
the Kingdom of the saints of the Most High, to realise in Israel the ideal contained 
in the term. • • • Finally, when it becomes apparent that not even the disciples 
are ready to rise to the demands of the ideal, he stands alone, embodying in his 
own person the perfect human response to the regal claims of God. 11 
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Son of Man, it was in a personal sense, but one which was reached by a newly 
realized conviction, not by implication alone. For this reason, Taylor prefers to 
regard the process--corporate to personal--as 11one of unfolding and enlargement 
rather than successive substitution. 111 Thus, in the Parousia sayings, the eschatology 
is future and the Son of Man is the corporate Community of "the Saints of the Most 
High 11; in the Passion sayings, the eschatology is "realized" and is expressed in 
terms of the humiliation Jesus himself was about to experience. 2 Consequently, 
since the two groups differ in the concept of the Son of Man--corporate and 
individual--and in their eschatology--future and realized--Taylor maintains that 
this organic development indicates that "the two groups belong to different stages 
d . . h h" . . . t n3 an Circumstances m t e tstonc mmts ry. 
The centrality of this reconstruction of the Son of Man sayings within Taylor's 
life of Jesus is undoubted. It is his conviction that the Son of Man concept 11con-
tains in itself the secret of Jesus concerning His person and work. u4 Taylor himself 
recognizes the importance of this reconstruction for his account of Jesus' life. 5 
And, while admittedly speculative, Taylor takes his stand upon this particular re-
construction as to be preferred over explanations which gratuitously eliminate one 
or two of the types of Son of Man sayings. 6 Therefore, whatever may be the 
1NJ, p. 34. Cf. 11The Life and Ministry of Jesus, 11 [8, VII, 118-119. 
2 3 4 5 CC, p. 19. LMJ, p. 73. NJ, p. 68. LMJ, pp. 71-72. 
6cf. Bultmann's dismissal of the first group as due to mistranslation and the 
third group as community sayings. Theologie des Neuen Testaments (Tubingen: 
J. C. B. Mohr /l'aul Siebeck7, 1948-53 ), l, 30-3l. 
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critics• final decision upon Taylor•s judgment on this topic, it is undoubted that 
this handling of the Son of /W:Jn sayings is characteristic of his approach to under-
standing the Jesus of history and highly determinative of the movement, mot iva-
tion, and outcome of his account of Jesus• life. 
(3) The Messianic Secret 
To say that Taylor has ignored the problem of the Messianic Secret as posed 
by Wrede is false. 1 Just when Taylor first considered and rejected Wrede 1s theory 
is hard to determine, but the allusive results of such a decision are evident from 
1933 on. 2 
Writing in Jesus and His Sacrifice, Taylor set out his concept of the 
Messianic Secret, which has been altered only slightly through the years. He found 
Wrede 1s explanation unconvincing, although he agreed that /W:Jrk 11has overpressed 
the idea of the Messianic Secret •••• 113 For to Wrede 1s contention that Jesus 
was not recognized as Messiah unti I after the Resurrection and, consequently, that 
the in junctions to secrecy found in /W:Jrk were the creation of the Gospel writer 
1 T. A. Burki II made such a criticism of Taylor•s GM, since it covered the 
Messianic Secret in only two pages. Cf. 11Concerning St. /W:Jrk•s Conception of 
Secrecy, 11 Hibbert Journal, 55 (1956-57), 150-158. However, Burkill neglected 
to note that Taylor has dealt in some detail with Wrede 1s theory. Cf. Taylor•s 
articles: 11 Unsolved New Testament Problems: The Messianic Secret in /W:Jrk," 
ET, 59 (1947-48), 146-151; 11 lmportant and Influential Foreign Books: W. Wrede 1s 
The Messianic Secret in the Gospels (Das Messiasgeheimnis in den Evangelien) , 11 
ET, 65 (1953-54); 246-250; plus references to this topic in JHS, pp. 18-20 and 
ANTT, p. 163. These articles, coupled with GM, pp. 122-124, supply a fairly 
full consideration of Wrede 1s main contention. 
2Cf. FGT, p. 80. 3JHS, p. 19. 
189 
to justify why Jesus was not recognized as Messiah during his lifetime, Taylor 
doubts that any such Messianic claims would have arisen, if Jesus had not made 
some such claims during his lifetime. This conclusion, Taylor contends, fits the 
facts; since "belief in resurrection does not of necessity suggest Messiahship; it 
did not in the case of the Baptist (cf. Mk. vi. 14-6). 111 Furthermore, Taylor views 
the manner in which the Messianic Secret is present in the Gospels as much too 
allusive to attribute to the community's attempt to justify the crucifixion of their 
Messiah. From these considerations, he concludes that the better alternative is 
to regard the Messianic Secret as historical. However, it was with commendable 
positivism, but questionable logic, that Taylor finished that 1937 discussion: 
11There can be no reasonable doubt that Jesus believed He was, and claimed to 
be, the Messiah. 112 But the question of 11What Messiah 11 ? was the clue to the 
secret. 
An advance in Taylor•s appreciation of the facts brought to light by Wrede•s 
work was evident in 1947. 3 Taylor conceded that Wrede•s hypothesis indicated 
some unexplained facts within the Gospel of Mark. None the less, in light of 
the damaging criticism to which Wrede 1s theory had been subjected, 4 Taylor 
1 (bid. 2Jbid. 1 P• 20. 
3 11 Unsolved New Testament Problems: The Messianic Secret in Mark. 11 
4Taylor later listed representative scholars who favored Wrede 1s theory--
W. Bousset, R. Bultmann, E. Lohmeyer, M. Dibelius, J. Schniewind, and R. H. 
Lightfoot--and some of those who rejected it--A. Schweitzer, A. JUiicher, J. 
Wiess, W. Sanday, A. S. Peake, F. C. Burkitt, A. E. J. Rawlinson, and C. J. 
Cadoux. 11The Messianic Secret in Mark: A Rejoinder to the Rev. Dr. T. A. 
Burki II, 11 pp. 242-243. 
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marvelled: 11The citadel caved in; but the flag still flies. 111 Then, in an important 
concession, Taylor said: 11The presence of a 1Messianic Secret• in Mark is undeni-
able. 112 But, in what was in line with his earlier conviction, and now coupled with 
this insight from the failure of Wrede•s full hypothesis, Taylor, significantly, con-
eluded: 11The idea of the Messianic Secret is not an editorial peculiarity, but that 
it is embedded in the tradition; it is the secret of Jesus Himself. 113 
From that point Taylor went on to reject expediency (political or personal) 
as another unacceptable explanation of this phenomenon in the Gospels, which, 
although possibly true for some heightening of the Messianic Secret, as it is also 
true of Mark 1s editorial strengthening of the secret, fai Is to account for the origin 
of that Messianic Secret. It followed, then, according to Taylor 1s reasoning, that 
11the silence is grounded in the nature of the Messiahship ~Jesus conceived it • • A 
This concept of Jesus•, Taylor holds to have been one, not of status, but of action. 
Therefore, if rtfor Him Messiahship is not an office; it is a destiny, rr then the absence 
of explicit reference by Jesus to his Messianic destiny is explained by Taylor as 
occasioned by the fact that 11 He is the Son of Man as He suffers, not the Son of 
Man who suffers •••• 115 Thus, so long as that destiny was unfulfi lied, Jesus 
could neither admit nor deny that he was the Messiah. rrln truth Messiah, He would 
not be the Messiah unti I His task was accomplished. n6 Therefore, the clue to the 
111 Unsolved New Testament Problems: The Messianic Secret in Mark, 11 
p. 147. Cf. the same phrase in GM, p. 123. 
21bid. 31bid. 1 P• 150. 4 Ibid. 51bid. I P• 151. 6Ibid. 
Messianic Secret is to be found in how Jesus interpreted his Messianic task. 
So it was that, when Taylor undertook to sketch the life of Jesus, he 
referred often to the gap between the (then) current Messianic expectation and 
that of Jesus. 1 Hence, the Messianic allusions inherent within the healings, 
Peter•s confession, the entry into Jerusalem, Jesus• reply to Caiaphas, and the 
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title on the cross are a II seen by Taylor to fit the same motivations which prompted 
Jesus• in junctions to secrecy. They are a II indications that Jesus eschewed the 
title "Messiah, not because he rejected the office, but because his view of its 
nature and that of his generation were poles asunder. n2 With this thread, Taylor 
connects the life and ministry of Jesus according to Jesus• developing understanding 
of his destiny as the personal Son of /W:Jn whose task of suffering lay between him 
and his full entrance into the office of Messiahship. 
In a defense of this view of the Messianic Secret, Taylor gave credit to 
J. Schniewind for the recognition that this secret was the secret of Jesus Himself. 
When the Gospels are read in light of that understanding, Taylor contends that such 
a view accounts 11for all the facts.tt3 Taylor also pointed out that the crux of this 
Messianic Secret lay, essentially, in one•s historical estimate of /W:Jrk 1s Gospel. 
While he admits that Wrede 1s theory pointed out facts insufficiently dealt with by 
other views which attributed to Jesus a constancy of Messianic claims throughout 
his ministry, Taylor accepts the reality of the secrecy motif, but as belonging to the 
historical realities of Jesus• own view of Messiahship. With this view of the secret, 
1cf. LMJ, pp. 83, 139-140, 167, 185, and 205. 2 rbid., p. 205. 
3"The Messianic Secret in /W:Jrk ••• , 11 p. 246. 
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and with this understanding of Jesus' Messianic destiny, Taylor finds a unifying 
theme for interpreting the life of Jesus. 
(4) Jesus' 11Apocalyptic Robe 11 
Any contemporary attempt to describe the life and ministry of Jesus has 
had to come to some conclusion regarding the degree of Jesus• eschatological expecta-
tion. Since the time of J. Weiss and Albert Schweitzer, life of Jesus research has 
Jl 
had to consider whether or not Jesus' expectation of the €(!' Xo(TDV was apoca-
lyptic. C. H. Dodd's work on the parables presented the other extreme:: Jesus' 
eschatology was wholly "realized. 11 We have already dealt with this topic among 
Taylor's formative conclusions (see earlier pp. 55-58 ) and seen his answer to be 
11 both-and. 11 But even though Taylor attempts to find a balance between the future-
realized extremes, he is quite insistent that the more crass type of apocalypticism 
was not a trait of the Jesus of history. 
An illustration of this distinction is found in Taylor's rejection of Schweitzer's 
idea of what Jesus did expect with the going out of the Mission of the Twelve. 
He was mistaken in supposing that Jesus looked for the end 
of history in the coming of a supernatural Son of Man from 
heaven, but not in the view that for him the inbreaking of 
the Kingdom was near. 1 
Taylor contends that what Jesus expected was the speedy establishment of the 
11Messianic community of the Son of Man. 112 As such, then, Jesus' teaching could 
be rightly characterized as eschatological, but not as apocalyptic. 3 
1LMJ, p. 107. 21bid., p. 108. 3cf. JHS, pp. 9-11. 
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The Jesus of history, as seen by Taylor, uttered many sayings connected 
with the eschatological hope, and such sayings "are of the utmost importance for 
an understanding of the mind and purpose of Jesus. nl But Taylor contends that not 
a little of the apocalyptic tradition within the Gospel came from a source other 
than Jesus. Specifically, in dealing with Mark 13, he decided that T. Celani's 
hypothesis of a small Jewish apocalypse lying at the base of that chapter, into 
which sayings of Jesus have been fitted, properly described the composite nature 
of Mark 13. 2 For Taylor's part, he dispairs of ever uncovering the precise limits 
of that small apocalypse; but in its presence he sees an explanation for the 
"apocalyptic haze" through which readers of the Gospel of Mark now see Jesus. 3 
Consequently, Taylor views the apocalyptic overlay of the Gospel account of Jesus' 
life as secondary tradition; and he claims that this understanding of the eschatology 
of the Gospels aids us in seeing the Jesus of history more clearly. 
What we detach from His shoulders is the glittering apocalyptic 
robe with which primitive Christianity clothed Him, and with 
which He is still draped in popular Christian expectation. 4 
According to Taylor's schema, Jesus made use of eschatological ideas 
throughout his ministry. During the earlier part when the Son of Man referred 
1 GM, p. 241. 
2cf. T. Colani, Jesus-Christ et les croyances messianiques de son temps 
(Strausbourg: Treuttel et Wurtz, 1864), pp. 20H. 
3 GM, p. 642 and LMJ, pp. 172-173. 
411 Unsolved New Testament Problems: The Apocalyptic Discourse of Mark 
XHI," ET, 60 {1948-49), 98. Cf. a I so, GM, p. 644. 
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to the Elect Community, Jesus spoke of the coming of God•s Rule or Reign. Later, 
after Jesus had seen a personal meaning in the Son of Man upon whose suffering 
and death the Kingdom•s coming awaited, the dawn of that New Age was still 
eschatological. But throughout both phases, Taylor insists that, •twhi le Jesus uses 
eschatological ideas, He makes no use of apocalyptic speculations. 111 All such 
considerations lead Taylor to view the person and teaching of Jesus as thoroughly 
eschatological--he keenly anticipated the coming of God•s Kingdom--but the 
apocalyptic overlay has been added to Jesus• message by a mistaking of the Advent 
Hope. 
That Jesus did speak of His own return as the Son of Man before Caiaphas, 
Taylor concludes is probable. 2 Sti II, the manner in which the Advent Hope was 
taken up within primitive Christianity and developed with all its apocalyptic 
detai Is, Taylor holds to be part of this "apocalyptic haze 11 through which we must 
see the original intention of Jesus. 
The Advent Hope itself is more surely based in the necessary 
idea of a final consummation rather than on the Parousia-
sayings of the eschatological discourses which themselves 
refer to the first coming of the Son of Man. 3 
1 GM, p. 515. Cf. also, pp. 516 and 521. Bultmann•s opinion is the 
same, cf. Jesus and the Word, p. 39: 11 Jesus thus rejects the whole content of 
apocalyptic speculation •••• 11 
2 11The Life and Ministry of Jesus, 11 lB, VII, 136. 
3NJ, p. 34. 
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Furthermore, Taylor agrees with Glasson 1 that the intention of Mark 14:62 is to 
speak of Jesus• enthronement in triumph, not a spectacular descent to earth. 2 
Thus, the key to Jesus concept of the Kingdom is eschatological throughout, but 
never apocalyptic. A supernatural Son of Man was never contemplated, but some 
of that apocalyptic meaning was later attributed to Jesus. So, even after the 
failure of the Mission of the Twelve, Jesus did not renounce his expectation of 
the Kingdom of God as at hand. Rather, 11the disappointment was one of clock-
timerr;3 and even when he understood the Son of Man to be himself as he fulfilled 
his suffering destiny, his hope was eschatological still. 
We have looked at four characteristic emphases--the pericope approach, 
the Son of Man, the Messianic Secret, and Jesus• 11Apocalyptic Robe 11 --which are 
determinative for the direction that Taylor•s The Life and Ministry of Jesus takes. 
What the content of Jesus• self-consciousness was, although this topic is not directly 
broached in The Life and Ministry of Jesus, is to be inferred from this interrelated 
complex of ideas. 
With these important considerations behind us, we now undertake to cap-
ture the gist of that account•s movement by examining its points of pivotal impor-
tance. 
lr. Francis Glasson, The Second Advent: The Origin of the New Testament 
Doctrine (rev. ed.; London: The Epworth Press, /f945l1947), pp. 17 and 64. 
2GM, p. 569. 
3LMJ, p. 111. 
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b) Points of Pivotal Importance 
Selecting particular points of importance from Taylor's account of Jesus' 
life permits some degree of that story's force and movement to be ascertained. 
Such procedure is at the same time interpretive, for it fastens upon those facets 
of Jesus' life that give meaning to the entire event. 
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Now, according to Taylor's reconstruction, there were many turning points 
within Jesus' ministry. To begin with, news of John the Baptist's 11astounding 
ministry 1r may have been a decisive incident for Jesus. 1 Again, although uJesus 
came to John's baptism alone and unnoticed,r[2 that incident, undoubtedly, 
authenticated Jesus' filial consciousness through the experience which came to 
him in that baptism. Subsequent to that event, the wilderness temptation subjected 
r.the quality of his Sonship 11 to the test, 11and raised the implications of his task as 
the Servant of the Lord. 113 Following that, Taylor contends that John's "arrest was 
decisive. ,.4 All these events might be termed turning points. All occur within the 
pre-Galilean part of Jesus' ministry. But Taylor accords to none of these the 
decisiveness of that event and its sequel which occurred during the Galilean 
ministry. For in the arrangement and emphasis of Taylor's account of Jesus' life, 
this first point of pivotal importance revolves around the Mission of the Twelve 
and its sequel. 
1 LMJ, p. 45. 21bid. I p. 51. 
3tbid., p. 53. 41bid., p. 57. 
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(1) The Delay of the Kingdom•s Coming 
Early in the Galilean Ministry, Jesus chose twelve from among His disciples 
to form the innermost circle of disciples. At this time, since the Son of Man was 
the communal sense of the Elect Community, "it may also have been his intention 
that the Twelve should exercise functions of government in the future Messianic 
community ... 1 But of the historicity of this choice and appointment of the twelve, 
Taylor is insistent. 2 From that time forward, they were uwith 11 Jesus and were 
taught by him throughout that part of the ministry. But with the end of Jesus• 
synagogue preaching, which Taylor locates as the Nazareth incident, a new stage 
of decisive importance arrived. 3 
The Mission of the Twelve.--Taylor asserts that when the Gospels were 
written, 11 the significance of the mission had long been forgotten. u4 Thus, the 
use to which it is put in the Gospels5--their modification of its intent, and their 
failure to apprehend its central significance--all imply to Taylor that the tradition 
of the Mission of the Twelve was historical, but its fullest intention overlooked. 
Therefore, Taylor contends that the pivotal importance of that event must be read 
as it is visible behind the tradition 11 like the lower writing in a palimpsest~t6 in 
1 [bid. I P• 90. 21bid. I P• 92. 31bid. 1 PP• 104-105. 
41bid. 1 P• 110. 
5cf. Mark 6:7, 12-13; Mt. 10:1-23; and Luke 9:1-2, 6, 10:1, 17. 
6Jbid. Cf. LMJ, p. 110 for this simile. 
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order that its significance may come through. 1 
The full intent of the Mission of the Twelve is fundamental to understanding 
the story of Jesus. In 1946, Taylor asked: "Is not the mission of the Twelve a 
dividing line as certain as Caesarea Phi Iippi itself? And to this degree was not 
Schweitzer right? 112 .Again in 1951, he declared: 
The general rejection of the nthoroughgoing eschatology 11 
of Albert Schweitzer has tended to obscure the emphasis 
he rightly laid upon the crucial importance of the mission 
and its significance for Jesus himself. Schweitzer is fully 
justified in insisting that "the whole history of •christianity• 
down to the present day ••• is based on the delay of the 
Parousia ... 3 
Therefore, it is that mission and its sequel which 11are fundamental to the 
understanding of the story of Jesus •• .4 That the twelve were sent out to hearld 
the imminent coming of God 1s Kingdom and the establishment of the Kingdom of 
the Son of Man is seen in its urgency, according to Taylor, by the unusual instruc-
tions Jesus gave to them for haste and their sparse equipment. Theirs was no 11dry 
run 11 nor evangelistic tour. On the contrary, the urgency with which they were 
dispatched was equalled only by the crisis Jesus felt to be imminent. 5 
1Taylor justifies both this process and the possibility of recovering the 
original intent for Matthew 10:23 in this way. Despite its present apparent 
connection to the Sitz im Leben of the conflict surrounding the Gentile mission, 
he holds that 11re-interpretat1on 11 is not invention; furthermore, the saying is 
both early and original, but 11 it has survived only because it was given a new 
application. 11 11The •son of Man• Sayings relating to the Parousia, 11 p. 14. 
2Jbid., p. 15. 311The Life and Ministry of Jesus, 11 IB, VII, 125. 
4LMJ, p. 110. 5!bid., pp. 107 and 110. 
The Failure of the Mission. --It No sma II part of the significance of the 
mission is that it fai led 11; 1 thereby Taylor assesses the mission and declares that 
its very failure was fruitful. 
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As observed earlier, Jesus• organic development of the Son of lv\an concept 
from its communal aspect to its personal reference is paramount to Taylor•s inter-
pretation of Jesus• purpose. The event of decisive importance for this growth in 
Jesus• self-understanding is taken, by Taylor, to be the failure of the Mission 
of the Twelve. Jesus did not renounce the imminence of the Kingdom; rather, 
he was led to see that Kingdom 1s coming was in some way intimately connected 
with his own task as the Son of lv\an with a Messianic destiny of suffering and 
death. 
(2) The End of the Galilean Ministry 
Taylor recognizes the ambiguity with which the Gospels describe the sequel 
to the Mission of the Twelve and its failure. He describes the subsequent activity 
of Jesus as Rfruitless activity, 11 but he insists that "of a declining popularity at 
this period there is no sign. 112 Instead, a constant emphasis in Taylor•s reconstruc-
tion is that not udeclining popularity" but the facile nature of his 11success 11 moti-
vated Jesus to withdraw from his teaching and preaching activity in Galilee. 3 
Thus he dismisses the explanations of a "flight 11 or failing popularity as reasons 
for Jesus • w i thdrawa I. 4 
11bid. 1 PP• 110-111. 2tbid. 1 P• 114. 3tbid. 
4cf. GM, pp. 635-636. 
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With the deepening of Jesus• consciousness of being the Son of Man destined 
to suffer, with the delay of the Kingdom•s coming following the Mission of the 
Twelve, with the spectre of the fate of John the Baptist before him, combined with 
the mistaken acceptance with which his message was received, and, above all, 
with the failure of the people to repent, Jesus withdrew from that phase of the 
Galilean ministry. This step, according to Taylor•s estimation, was one of the 
major turning points within Jesus• ministry. 1 
(3) Peter•s Confession 
Taylor accords a great deal of importance to Jesus• retirement to the region 
of Tyre, because Taylor contends that, even though the thought of suffering was 
present to some extent earlier, 11i t was during the w i thdrawa I to the region of Tyre 
that ••• it fructified and became a dominating idea which determined all his 
future activities. 112 The second reason for the importance of that event is that 
it set the stage for that decisive confession of Peter somewhere near Caesarea 
Philippi. 
Taylor asserts: 11 ln spite of what has been said to the contrary, the Con-
fession of Peter is a watershed in the Markan Story. u3 This statement was made 
by Taylor in a discussion of the Markan outline. Despite the gaps in that outline, 
Taylor cites this incident as one of the turning points, perhaps, the crucial one, 
within the life of Jesus. 
1cf. LMJ, pp. 118, 122, and 125. 21bid., p. 136. 3 GM, p. 147. 
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What was the significance of that confession of Peter•s: u (J'U e L 0 
I 
Xptd"TOS , 11 is evident in that this confession met with correction from Jesus, 
rather than praise. 1 This indicates, says Taylor, that, not only was the confession 
politically dangerous, but, primarily, was wrong from a religious standpoint. 
That this was so, Taylor holds, is to be seen in the fact that 11 Jesus at once begins 
to teach a new and startling conception of Messiahship and because, when Peter 
hears the teaching, he is dumbfounded and affronted. n2 
Along with that concept of Messiahship, Jesus made his predictions of the 
coming Passion. Enough has already been said regarding the centrality of these 
sayings to Taylor•s reconstruction of the purpose of Jesus to require no reiteration 
here. What is highly significant is the place to which Taylor assigns Jesus• fusion 
of the Son of Man with the Messianic destiny of the Suffering Servant. Of that 
fusion, Taylor said: 11 No more original or far-reaching inference has been drawn 
in the history of religion •••• 113 Needless to say, Taylor assigns that creative 
impulse to Jesus. 
In Taylor•s opinion the confession at Caesarea Phi Iippi is rightly the nwater-
shed 11 of the ministry of Jesus. This is so, because after that time, 11the belief that 
the Son of Man •must suffer• is the keynote of his career. ,.4 
1 LMJ I p. 140. 
21bid. 
3uThe Life and Ministry of Jesus, 11 IB, VII, 130. 
202 
(4) The Jerusalem Ministry 
The journey to Jerusalem is admitted to be without detailed information. 
The fact of the journey, however, left a deep impression upon the tradition. 1 
Taylor•s burden in this section of teaching material resides in pointing up the repeated 
emphases upon the Passion theme. 
While teaching in Jerusalem, Jesus• message did not center on Messiah-
ship, but upon the theme of the coming of the Kingdom of God. 2 Indeed, there 
were controversies with his opponents over the Messianic office, but dialectics 
over this issue was not Jesus• intention. The distinctiveness of Taylor•s reconstruc-
tion of Jesus• mind during this interval is that Jesus• allusions to his own Parousia 
are not looked about as a stage antecedent to his concept of a personal Son of Man. 
Taylor justifies this seemingly inconsistency in his reconstruction by insisting that 
the communal and personal interpretations co-exist, 11 just as the Kingdom is present 
and future, and precisely as Jesus is the Messiah here and now and Christus 
designatus. 113 This allows Taylor to hold to some Parousia of Jesus as the head of 
the expected Messianic community, when he is vindicated, and when God 1s King-
dom breaks in. 4 
llbid., p. 131. 2 LMJ, p. 171. 31bid., pp. 176-177. 
4This would appear to be one of the weaker points of Taylor•s 11 1ife. 11 
It is a bit too facile and, by its very necessity, indicates an unexplained flaw 
in the sequence--communal to personal--of the Son of Man interpretation. 
This topic will be taken up again within Chapter V. 
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Utilizing some of John•s chronology, Taylor next relates a withdrawal 
beyond the Jordan, which marks the close of the teaching aspect of the Jerusalem 
ministry. Once again, this departure was not prompted by fear; but, according to 
Taylor: 11 He fled, not from his foes, but from his friends. nl 11 He was again 
defeated by success 11 as had been the case at the close of his Galilean ministry. 2 
Even as those in Galilee had misinterpreted the nature of his Messiahship, so, too, 
in Jerusalem. 
(5) The Fi na I Entry 
Taylor casts Jesus• nTriumphantrr Entry back into Jerusalem as his last 
attempt to correct their mistaken enthusiasm for political Messianism. 3 In that 
act, seated on an ass to convey Jesus• own 11spiritual conception of messiahship,rA 
11 Jesus wills just this Entry. u5 
The significance of the Entry, as Taylor sees it, lies in its failure to 
achieve Jesus• purpose. As he said: 11The last appeal had failed, and there was 
llMJ, p. 180. 2 tbid. I p. 179. 
3tbid., p. 185. The title, Triumphant Entry, Taylor holds to be 11mis-
leading •• -.-
4 11The life and Ministry of Jesus," IB, VII, 138. 
5GM, p. 452. There would seem to be an inconsistency between GM 
and lMJ on this topic. In GM, Taylor admits that Schweitzer was right in 
speaking of the entry as 11 Messianic for Jesus, but not Messianic for the 
people •••• 11 (P. 452.) This viewpoint does not come out in LMJ, where 
the mistaken enthusiasm of the crowd is taken to imply Messianic excitement. 
(P. 186). 
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nothing left to him but to die. u 1 
(6) The Passion 
Taylor follows Schweitzer once again in fastening upon the betrayal as 
the incident which speeded up the approach of Jesus• suffering and death. 11What 
was it that Judas betrayed? The well-known answer of Schweitzer, that it was the 
messianic secret of Jesus, is not lightly to be rejected. 112 It is Taylor•s opinion 
that Judas• motive was one of disillusionment. rrHe read the secret of Jesus better 
than anyone else, but missed its glory, blinded by despair. 113 
Accepting the Johannine date for the Last Supper, Taylor describes that 
incident in terms of Jesus• resolve to sacrificially suffer as a sin-bearer. This is 
the theme along which Taylor developed his sacrificial theory of the Atonement. 
Particular reference is made to the concept of his surrendered life as covenant-
blood (Mk. 14:24). Gethsemane was a continuation of that resolve, for it, too, 
was an experience of sin-bearing. 
Then follows in rapid succession Taylor•s recounting of the arrest, trials, 
crucifixion, burial, and resurrection. Nothing in that complex seems particularly 
characteristic of Taylor 1s treatment. 
Six events have now been described--(1) the delay of the Kingdom•s com-
ing, (2) the end of the Galilean ministry, {3) Peter•s confession, {4) the Jerusalem 
luThe Life and Ministry of Jesus, 11 IB, VII, 137. 
21bid., p. 138 and LMJ, p. 189. 3LMJ, p. 188. 
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ministry, (5) the final entry, and (6) the Passion--which have been interpretively 
selected as points of pivotal importance within Taylor 1s 11 1ifeu of Jesus. It is 
contended here that Taylor1s treatment of these events reveals, in their inter-
relatedness, what might be labeled as distinctive in his attempt to sketch the life 
of Jesus. 
3. Life of Jesus Research as a 
Pre I ude to Christo logy 
Taylor mentioned that beginning in 1942 he became convinced that 
Christology 11cannot be effectively studied unless we can give an intelligible 
account of the life and ministry of Jesus as they are revealed in the Gospels. ul 
Taylor decided that a study of the names of Jesus was the foyer to both topics. 
a) Taylor•s The Names of Jesus Study 
Taylor began this study, The Names of Jesus, with a justification of his 
method. 11The modern practice of beginning a study of the Person of Christ with 
the Names of Jesus is not without good reason. n2 He feels that the names supply 
a "note of objectivity 11 in an area of study which is often overly speculative. The 
names, since they are necessarily interpretive, open the way to viewing the Church 1s 
developing Christology. 11The question, who Jesus is,n maintains Taylor, 11is 
approached best by considering how men named Him, for it is by His names that 
He is revealed and known. "3 
1 2 LMJ, p. v. NJ, p. 1. 
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The Names of Jesus is an impressive compendium of fifty-five 11names" and 
titles assigned to Jesus within the New Testament. 1 Of these fifty-five, approxi-
mately thirty-five have, to some degree, established themselves in Christian usage. 2 
Taylor divided the names according to three general periods. During the nhistoric 11 
ministry of Jesus, about nineteen names are discussed by Taylor. In the era from 
A.D. 30 to 65, another twelve names and titles are taken up. The remainder of 
the names is assigned to the period of A. D. 65-100. However, Taylor•s discussion 
of these titles within the book is handled according to topical arrangement--(1) the 
principal names and titles of Jesus; (2) other names and titles of Jesus: (a) Messianic 
titles, (b) Messianic and communal names, (c) soteriological titles, and (d) Chris-
tological titles proper. It is not purposed here to summarize his findings from this 
study; rather, it will be sufficient to indicate the scope of that investigation and 
its relationship to Christology. 
That Taylor•s study of these names, specifically his examination of such 
key concepts as Jesus, Christ, the Son of Man, and the lord, has been a contribu-
tion to New Testament studies would seem to be a reasonable conclusion. Matthew 
Black agreed with Taylor•s opinion that such a study is a necessary prelude to 
Christo logy, and he claimed that Taylor•s work in this area achieved this purpose. 
Black concluded: "The ground has now been cleared for the more important study, 
1 There is, necessarily, some ambiguity involved in determining whether, 
for example, such phrases--The Bright and Morning Star, The Stone, The True Vine, 
and The Amen (to take but a few)--are more properly designated as names and titles 
or as metaphors. 
2NJ, p. 169. 
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and no New Testament scholar is better qualified to write on the Person of Christ 
in the New Testament than the author of The Atonement in New Testament Teach-
ing and Jesus and His Sacrifice. 111 Leonard Bushinski, writing from the Roman 
Catholic viewpoint, called The Names of Jesus "a fine example in the best tradi-
tion of what our theology and Scriptural ~nuals term 'Conservative Protestantism' 11 ; 
furthermore, he hoped that it would "receive the recognition that it deserves among 
Catholic biblical scholars. 112 
The elucidation of the names assigned to Jesus formed the background for 
many of the decisions made throughout Taylor's account of the life of Jesus. It 
indicated both the limitations of certain titles and the wider implications of others. 
Thus, this study was, and is, a comprehensive, lucid, and concise preparation for 
I ife of Jesus study and Christo logy. Part of the importance of this type of study 
is its attempt to get inside the traditioning process to discover and to estirm te the 
direction of the interpretive process within primitive Christianity. As such Taylor's 
purpose would seem justified: 11The names focus the teaching and express what was 
believed and taught" concerning the Jesus of history who became known and revered 
3 
as the Lord of the Church. 
1 Review of The Names of Jesus, by Vincent Taylor, ET, 64 (1952-53), 
328-329. 
2Review of The Names of Jesus, by Vincent Taylor, Catholic Biblical 
Quarterly, 16 {1954), 111-112. 
3 NJ, p. 173. 
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b) Jesus and Christology 
Taylor•s attempt to reconstruct the life of Jesus was performed in the 
conviction that the dangers involved are less severe than the distortions possible 
when the significance of Jesus• life is ignored and when the possibilities of dog-
matic tendencies within the mind of Jesus are denied. Thus, according to Taylor 1 
not only are Jesus• names and his story necessary disciplines before Christology 
can be properly apprehended, but without a proper appreciation of the reality of 
the Incarnation, neither the Jesus of history nor the topic of Christology is 
adequately perceived. Therefore, that conviction involving the ultimate 
interrelatedness of these two aspects of biblical studies led Taylor to undertake 
his 11scavenger1s 11 work among the dust and minutia of the New Testament accounts 
concerning the Jesus of history. 1 
Mention of Taylor•s close correlation between the Jesus of history and 
Christology serves a double purpose at this point. It indicates the purpose of 
Taylor•s The Life and Ministry of Jesus according to its place within his larger 
plan of setting forth the New Testament•s teaching regarding the Person of Christ. 
For, while 11faith a lone knows who Jesus is, u2 Taylor has consistently held that 
New Testament faith is not a nblind leap, 11 but takes its content from who Jesus 
was and is. This deeper motivation for New Testament study stands behind all 
that Taylor writes; and it provides the proper perspective for viewing his work 
on the Jesus of history as well as on the next topic--Christology. 
lcf. NJ, p. vi. 2 PCNTT I p. 306. 
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E. Christology 
Entering into his discussion of Christo logy, Taylor professed it to be uthe 
greatest of all subjects, the meaning and significance of Christ.u1 It was not with 
the publishing of The Person of Christ in New Testament Teaching (1958) that Taylor 
became interested in the topic of Christo logy; on the contrary, this concern is readily 
apparent throughout a II his writings. 
Perhaps, the most vital insight into the basis of Taylor's Christology resides 
in his willingness to open himself to the possibility of distortion, since he assumes 
"that the Christ of faith is not a delusion," rather than standing outside the Chris-
tian faith, closing his eyes to the Christ of faith, and thereby missing the signifi-
cance of Christ through a negative bias and understatement. 2 That is to say, stand-
ing between the choice of attributing the authentic impetus behind the Church's 
Christological formulation to the community's overlay upon the prophet from Naz-
areth or to the result of Jesus' originative spark, Taylor prefers to locate this 
impetus in the Jesus of history. 3 Thus, while alive to the possibility of reading 
theology into the Jesus of history, Taylor is equally sensitive to the opposite peri I 
of missing what may be genuinely called a "theology" of Jesus, "which is highly 
original and is not primitive Christian theology read back into His teaching. ,.4 
Furthermore, if, as Taylor claims, the task of theology is nto discover in the 
Person of Christ the key to all Christian doctrine,"5 then the place of Christology 
1 PCNTT, p. viii. 2 LMJ, p. 37. 3 Cf. NJ, p. 155. 4 GM, p. 554. 
5PCNTT, p. 223. In a footnote to this statement, Taylor said: "It is the 
supreme merit of the theology of Karl Barth that he emphasizes this fact." 
210 
both in Taylor's estimation theoretically and, seemingly, in the culmination of 
his New Testament labors in the area of Christo logy is manifest. 
The focus of attention in this section wi II be Taylor's book, The Person 
of Christ in New Testament Teaching. This represents the synthesis of many earlier 
excursions into Christology; and coming, as it did, in 1958, it should present his 
mature considerations on the topic. 
One further contextual consideration is required. Taylor asserts: 11We do 
not first discover who Christ is and then believe in Him; we believe in Him and 
then discover who He is. 111 This attitude of Christian conviction lies at the heart 
of this type of investigation. Some would criticize it; others commend it; what 
position one takes, to a large degree, determines most Christological conclusions. 
Taylor's position is explicit; and by saying Jrfaith alone knows who Jesus is, 112 
Taylor has taken a position, naturally to the peril of scientific objectivity, but 
which sets the context for his Christological study. That topic, he declares, 
demands that the believer not 11 pose as the impartia I spectator sensitive to the 
charge of thinking under the sound of Church bells. He must hear the bells and 
3 be loyal to truth. 11 
1. The Jesus of History and the 
Christ of Faith 
Of the indivisibility of the Jesus of history and the Christ of faith, Taylor 
is not in doubt. His Christology proceeds from this premise and, in another sense, 
it is the goal of his inquiry. 
1 PCNTI I p. 305. 21bid., p. 306. 3 LMJ, p. 37. 
2. The upJus" of Jesus: His Divine 
Consciousness 
Following an exegetical examination of the New Testament evidence 
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concerning the Person of Christ in Part I of The Person of Christ in New Testament 
Teaching (pp. 3-151), Taylor takes up that material and proceeds to a historical 
and theological study of the topic in Part II. The crucial consideration of that 
book is involved in two chapters (XIII and XIV) on the consciousness of Jesus, what 
it was, and how it emerged. This is Taylor•s attempt to tie together the New Testa-
ment evidence into some kind of a pattern, and it becomes the basis for his subsequent 
forays into the even more speculative edges of Christology. 
Taylor abandons the phrase 11the Messianic Consciousness 11 of Jesus, not 
because he denies that Jesus experienced such a conviction, but because the phrase 
is too limited. That consciousness of Jesus, in Taylor•s estimation, was surely 
Messianic, but it was 11 Messianic with a plus. And the plus is the significant 
thing. nl In search for a descriptive phrase to label such a consciousness, Taylor 
decided upon the 11 bolder and more compressive expression •the Divine Conscious-
ness of Jesus. •u2 
a) The Son of Man-Suffering 
Servant Consciousness 
In rejecting the phrase Messianic Consciousness, Taylor seeks to retain the 
Messianic vocation without its limiting connotations. Since Messiah was not a 
1NJ, p. 70. 2 PCNTT, p. 156. 
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single-idea but a whole complex of ideas during the lifetime of Jesus and, 
furthermore, since most of those ideas clustered around political or nationalistic 
concepts, it is not at all surprising that Jesus avoided this terminology. Taylor 
concluded that nJesus did not speak of Himself as 1the Christ. 1 This silence does 
not mean that He did not believe Himself to be the Messiah. 111 On the contrary, 
Taylor holds that Jesus• use of the term 11Son, 11 his self-designation as Son of fv\an, 
his tacit acceptance of Peter 1S confession, and his qualified reply to Caiaphas 
{implying another and deeper concept of Messiahship)--all these suggest a definite 
Messianic Consciousness, but one out of tune with the then current expectation. 2 
However, Taylor is not comfortable in describing Jesus• sense of destiny and 
vocation specifically along such lines; therefore, he prefers to deal with it while 
focusing upon the Son of fv\an concept, interpreted according to the Servant poems, 
which issues in Messianic categories~ the Son of fv\an fulfilled his destiny. 
The degree to which Taylor relies upon the Son of fv\an sayings as a 
key to Jesus• life and consciousness is already more than apparent. It will not 
be necessary to retrace his reconstruction of the Son of fv\an concept sketched 
1NJ, p. 20. This judgment holds despite Jesus• r~ply.,to Caiarthas ir] ~k. J4: 
62. Taylor 1s preference is for the Caesarean reading-- o-u £17T,t.S OTl ~tfW !JPt . 
8, fam. 13, 472, 543, 565, 700, and 1071 plus the Georgian and Armenian versions 
and Origen--which agrees with the Lukan reading and is implied by the fv\atthean. 
Taylor contends that this variant reading coincides more readily with the restraint 
with which Jesus regarded the title of Messiah throughout fv\ark, and it explains 
better the readings of both Luke and fv\atthew. Such has been his judgment since 
1937 (JHS, pp. 196-197), through the years {GM, p. 568 and LMJ, p. 205), and 
culminating in 1961 (TNT, pp. 88-89). 
2 Cf. NJ I p. 20. 
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previously (see earlier pp. 183-189). Its importance and its centrality to Taylor 1s 
understanding of the Jesus of history are undoubted. Speaking about Mark•s 
fourteen Son of Man sayings, Taylor declares: 11 (n these representations the whole 
problem of Christology is present in nuce. n 1 
The manner in which Jesus interpreted his Son of Man role in light of the 
Suffering Servant prophecies and not vice versa2 has also been shown to be typical 
of Taylor•s position. At sometime during the latter stage of Jesus• ministry, Taylor 
believes that Jesus came to look upon his own death as '•a necessary step to the 
establishment of the Kingdom. n3 Taylor•s 1937 statement of that consciousness 
was this: 
We must boldly conclude that Jesus believed that, as the 
Messiah, He would suffer as the representative of men, on 
their behalf and in their stead, and that the effect of His 
death would be to establish that fellowship with God on 
which His rule depends. 4 
Thus, Jesus, in Taylor•s opinion, knew himself to be the destined Messiah, and 
yet, 11 in truth Messiah, He would not be the Messiah unti I His task was accom-
plished. n5 And so it was that Jesus• role of Son of Man was interpreted in light 
of the Servant poems. 
Taylor suggests that the Son of Man-Suffering Servant consciousness of 
Jesus was buttressed by several factors. [n Jesus• rabbinical style argument in 
Mark 12:35-37, Taylor feels that there is an implied reach of the concept of 
1 PCNTT I p. 5. 
3 JHS, p. 141. 
2 Cf. JHS, p. 282. 
41bid., pp. 261-262. 
5nunsolved New Testament Problems: The Messianic Secret in Mark, 11 
p. 151. 
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Messiah beyond Davidic confines to a divine consciousness present within the mind 
of Jesus. 1 Secondly, Taylor holds that Jesus' viewed himself as the binder of 
Satan {Mark 3::27 and, above a II, Luke l1 :-21f.) and this argues for a unique sense 
of relationship to God. 2 Thirdly, Jesus' attitude toward the Law of Moses, although 
generally within the limits of what might be expected of a charismatic leader, 
at times superseded this level so that "it transcends the normal functions of a 
prophet 113 and bespeaks consciousness of authority beyond the prophetic. Further, 
Taylor views the confidence with which Jesus performed the 11might works't as 
evidence of Jesus' recognition of extraordinary iJUVtX)llS. Finally, in an 
area which is inhabited by pure opinion only, Taylor is confident enough to 
suggest that rtthe degree to which He is possessed by the Spirit is unique •• .4 
These considerations, Taylor suggests, strengthen the case for holding that Jesus' 
consciousness as the Son of Man with a suffering destiny (which is Messianic) is 
best described as a Divine Consciousness. 
This line of argument has a corollary, so we tum to it before drawing 
together the evidence regarding Jesus' self-consciousness. 
b) The Filial Consciousness 
The secret to Jesus' Divine Consciousness, as well as the key to its unfold-
ing, is located, by Taylor, in Jesus' consciousness of Sonship. But that sense of 
lpcNTT, p. 159. 2 tbid., pp. 159-160. 
3tbid. 1 P• 160. 4 tbid. 1 P• 163. 
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Sonship was neither derived from Greek religious ideas nor from Jewish religious 
teaching; 1 rather, it was a unique sense of filial consciousness which Jesus 
experienced. Not only was this sense of Sonship 11unique," but it is Taylor's 
conviction that in that intimate relationship with the Father is to be found the 
foundation of Jesus• Messianic conviction. 2 This 1937 opinion was confirmed 
again in 1958. Following a re-examination of such crucial passages as Mark 1: 
11, Luke 10:.22 = Mt. 11:.27, and Mark 13:32, he once again decided that 0 His 
consciousness of divine Sonship is the key to the presentation of Jesus we find in 
all the Gospels. 113 
The emergence of that conviction, which was later to ripen into the Son 
of Man concept, who~ he suffers enters into his Messianic destiny, is described 
by Taylor in this way. First, the consciousness of Sonship came to Jesus as 11a 
discovery, not a deduction. ,.4 Through the religious experiences of prayer, 
revelation, and intuition, Jesus came to realize his unique filial relationship to 
the Father (Taylor holds that Jesus' usage of Abba reflects this depth of relation-
ship.). 5 Second, since 11this consciousness of Sonship is subject to development, n 6 
11bid., pp. 172-173. 
4 tbid., p. 174. 
2 JHS, pp. 37-38. 3 PCNTT, p. 169. 
5cf. Gerhard Kittel, Die Religionsgeschichte und das Urchristentum 
(Guterslolh: Bertelsmann, 1932), pp. 92-95; T. W. Manson, The Teaching of 
Jesus, pp. 99-108 and The Sayings of Jesus (2nd ed.; London: SCM Press, Ltd., 
T949), p. 168; and Joachim Jeremias, The Parables of Jesus, tr. S. H. Hooke 
(London: SCM Press, Ltd., 1954), p. 134. 
6 PCNTT, p. 181. 
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Taylor maintains that it did not always remain at one level within the consciousness 
of Jesus; rather, as Taylor reads the Synoptic evidence {in contrast to John), he 
suggests that "there were times when, as it were, the curve of His filial consciousness 
suddenly swept above the normal experiences of His conscious life ... l Thus, while 
the knowledge of this special sense of Sonship was with Jesus from the beginning 
of his ministry, these soaring experiences--the baptism, temptation, and transfigura-
tion--imparted to Jesus by divine revelation and spiritual intuition the unique sense 
in which Jesus knew Himself as the Son and knew God as "pre-eminently His 
Father. 112 
Taylor demurs to describe Jesus• relationship to the Father•s as only 11ethical 
and spiritual. 11 As he says: "The words •ethical and spiritual' are painfully inad-
equate to describe a •unique• sense of Sonship, and the term •unique• is meaning-
less unless it describes a supra-human consciousness. 113 Thus, conscious that at 
this point he is leaving the proper bounds of historical scholarship, Taylor expresses 
his opinion that an adequate appreciation of the Person of Christ must go beyond 
merely an "ethical and spiritual" relationship to the Father and point to the origin 
of that unparalleled consciousness of Divine Sonship as grounded in being. 4 
Consequently, Taylor•s interpretation of the content of Jesus• self-consciousness 
finds its key in the concept of Sonship. This he conceives to be Jesus• own 
awareness. As he says: "Unless He is deceived there is no parallel to His 
consciousness of Sonship. n5 
lJbid. 21bid. 31bid. 1 P• 187. 4 Jbid. 5 PCNTT I p. 188. 
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c) Summary: His Divine Consciousness 
At the ultimate reach of Taylor's Christology, the Divine Consciousness 
posited passes beyond every human parallel without, at the same time, compromis-
ing the full extent of Jesus• humanity. But, despite his undoubted confidence 
in the full reality of the Incarnation, Taylor professes a Christology, which cannot 
be described without tentative stabs into the realm of ontology. At the furtherest 
reach of the puzzle concerning the origin of Jesus• unique sense of Sonship, 
Taylor confesses that such answers reside in the realm of ultimate mystery. Never-
theless, he insists that theologians must seek working answers to such a conundrum, 
even though they know that mystery wi II be the outcome. 1 
Where other New Testament scholars have abandoned even the attempt to 
speak of Jesus• Messianic Consciousness, Taylor has proceeded in the other direc-
tion to where Jesus• Messianic Consciousness is but a part of that larger awareness 
of his relationship to the Father. To describe that greater self-consciousness, 
Taylor chose the term 11Divine Consciousnessrt and defined it in this way: 11 By 
this phrase I mean the sense in which He was conscious of being more than a man, 
of sharing during His earthly existence in the life of Deity itself. 112 It is readily 
seen that such a definition by-passes merely human categories and impinges upon 
the doctrine of God itself. 
3. Christology and the Trinity 
Because of the two necessary reaches of any Christology--from God to 
man--every Christology worthy of consideration must wrestle with the doctrine 
1 PCNTT I p. 170. 2 tbid., p. 156. 
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of God. Further, even though the Christian trinitarian doctrine of God is, admits 
Taylor, a 11 Value judgement 11; nevertheless, 11there is no satisfactory explanation 
of the Christology of the New Testament except in a trinitarian context. 111 
a) Explanations Rejected as Inadequate 
Taylor discusses three possible solutions to an adequate doctrine of the 
Trinity. Two of these he rejects--personal centres of consciousness within the 
unity of the Godhead and Barth•s 11modes of being. 11 
(1) Hypostasis and Persona 
l I 
Taylor•s objection to the classic terminology of UTTOrJ"Tr:i(f/5 or persona 
is not directed against the non-biblical origin of both the terminology and 
categories of 11substance 11 or 11being 11 and 11nature. 11 Rather, the strength of the 
classic statement of the doctrine of the Trinity according to the categories of 
( I 
U 7TO O"T o( (]" t S within the ) I 0 ua l ~ (essence) of God is its protection 
of the unity of the Godhead against a II forms of tritheism. Taylor admits the 
force of its positive emphasis, but he suggests that it fails to do justice to the 
11internal relationships of love and fellowship which belong to the life of God 
or do justice to that Sonship which is the outstanding mark of the New Testament 
revelation concerning Christ. 112 Since both hypostasis and its later Latin 
equivalent, persona, approach, but fall short of, our modern concept of what 
constitutes personality, Taylor suspects that such phrases as 11persona I centres 11 
11bid. 1 P• 249 • 2Jbid. 1 P• 250. 
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or 11Centres of consciousness"--seeking as they do to tread the middle way between 
the impersonal "substance•' and the concrete sense of 11 person 11 --reflect a misunder-
standing of personality, specifically, in its "corporate aspects. 111 Consequently, 
Taylor concludes that 11a personal centre 11 or 11a centre of consciousness, 11 however 
closely it may be interrelated with another npersonal centre/' sti II represents a 
distinction of a "single consciousness 11 and, therefore, the analogical term 11person 11 
is more appropriate to the task of describing the internal relationships within the 
Godhead. 2 Thus Taylor narrows the scope of an appropriate description of the 
Trinity by dismissing the modern view of ucentres of consciousness 11 arising out of 
the concepts of hypostasis and persona. 
(2) Barth 1s 11Modes of Being 11 
The trinitarian explanation posed by Karl Barth3 involving nmodes of being 11 
(Seinsweisen} is also discussed and rejected by Taylor. Even though Barth 1s attempt 
to avoid Modalism by declaring the distinctions within the Godhead to be eternal, 
to avoid tritheism by using the term 11Person 11 for the Triune God alone, and to 
distinguish among Father, Son, and Holy Spirit as 11modes 11 of uthe Godness of 
God 11 without implying the full range of separateness connoted by the term 
personality--in spite of the acceptance of this explanation by such men as 
llbid. 1 p. 251. 
21bid. 1 PP• 251-252. 
3oie Kirchliche Dogmatik (4. Bde.; Zollikon: Evangelischen Verlag, 
1932-1959}, Vol. I, Part 1, p. 9. 
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D. M. Baillie, 1 Claude Welch2 and RobertS. Franks3--Taylor rejects "modes of 
being 11 or 11modes of existence" as his preference for a trinitarian explanation. 
In an unusual bondage to connotations of the past, Taylor thinks the trmodes 
of being 11 fai Is because it 11almost incurably suggests Modal ism. u4 Next, he claims 
that 11modes of beingn is farther from the New Testament teaching than the use of 
the word 11person 11; for him that is the decisive consideration. 5 Finally, he charges 
that rrmodes of being .. confuses because it 11breathes the air of philosophy rather 
than religion. n6 The cumulative effect of these criticisms causes Taylor to reject 
Barth's "modes of being11 explanation for the Trinity and to turn to another as more 
1 God was in Christ (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1948), pp. 134-
137. 
21n This Name: The Doctrine of the Trinity in Contemporary Theology 
(New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1952). 
3The Doctrine of the Trinity (London: Gerald Duckworth and Co. Ltd., 
1953), p. 199. 
4PCNTT, p. 253. 
5(bido 1 Po 254. 
61bid. How Barth would bristle at this charge! 
1 
acceptable. 
b) Taylor•s Choice of the 11 Social Theory 11 
of the Trinity 
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Following his rejection of the two approaches just discussed, Taylor finds 
as most compatible to his view of the New Testament teaching what is known as 
ltthe social theory of the Trinity'r or as 11the ultra-Cappadocian movement in modern 
Trinitarian thought. u This is an understanding of the Trinity advanced mostly by a 
group of Anglican scholars. C. C. J. Webb, 2 L. S. Thornton, 3 and L. Hodgson4 
have championed a view of the Trinity which regards Father, Son, and Holy Spirit 
1 After reading and re-reading the thousands of pages of Taylor•s writings, 
it strikes this writer that Taylor•s rejection of Barth 1s trinitarian explanation is 
not up to his usual standards. Elsewhere Taylor pleads for the freedom of a writer 
not to u:be in bondage to what they have already written. tL (CC, p. v.) Ought 
this not apply also to outdated connotations by which he condemns J•modes of 
being 11 as Modalistic despite clear statements to the contrary on the topic by both 
Barth and Baillie? And it would seem that Taylor•s strict limitation to the "dated 11 
connotation of Modal ism is inconsistent with his otherwise similar insistence upon 
the necessary movement from 11Son of Man 11 in Jesus• usage to 11 Lord 11 in the Church•s 
usage, because the experience burst the bounds of language. May not the same 
principle apply here? Just how much closer to New Testament teaching is our 
modern understanding of personality from Barth 1s attempt to speak of the Triune 
God as the Person? And finally, it is highly doubtful that any explanation of the 
Trinity escapes the charge of 11breathing the air of philosophy ... All these debat-
able, yet valid, considerations combine to rank Taylor•s rejection of Barth•s 
umodes of being 11 as one of the less successful arguments within his Christological 
study and, perhaps, within his writings as a whole. 
2God and Personality (New York: The Macmillan Co., 1918). 
3The Incarnate Lord (London: Longmans, Green, and Co., Ltd., 1928). 
4The Doctrine of the Trinity {New York: Charles Scribner•s Sons, 1944). 
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as individually npersonsu in the modern sense of the term. In order to avoid the 
obvious charge of tritheism, this viewpoint suggests an organic, not arithmetical, 
unity within the Godhead. The unity conceived of in this way is expressed and 
maintained through the social interaction of divine love which "interpermeates 11 
the three Persons of the Trinity. 1 While he balked at Hodgson's rejection of the 
primacy of the Father in this theory, Taylor, none the less, retains the basic 
emphasis of this hypothesis, that is, 11Persons who interpermeate one another in 
the life of divine love. 112 
In concluding his argument concerning the Trinity, Taylor conceded that 
any one of the three theories discussed here is capable of being the basis for a 
'
1worthy theory of the Person of Christ , 11 yet he reiterated his own preference 
for the usocial Theory. n3 11With the richest meaning that can be poured into 
the word 'person,' 11 claims Taylor, 11the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit 
are Persons in the fu II sense of that term. ,.4 
Then, with his Christology formulated in terms of Christ as a 11Person 11 
of the Trinity, Taylor went into a crucial examination of the implications of this 
trinitarian context for Christology as it relates to the reality of the Incarnation. 
1PCNTT I pp. 255-256. 
21bid. 1 P• 256. 
3Jbid. 1 P• 257. 
41bid. 1 P• 258. 
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4. Taylor•s Kenotic Christology 
What is likely Taylor•s most distinctive perspective in his Christological 
study is his espouse I of a kenoti c Christo logy. While the contemporary climate in 
theology has been inimical to the kenotic theory since at least the turn of the 
century, Taylor•s conviction, however, is that ndiscussion was broken off prematurely 
and has not been effectively renewed. u 1 Nor is that a particularly recent opinion. 
Back in 1941, writing on the possibility of a life of Christ, Taylor expressed the 
view that theology's service is to discuss again and again the kenotic theory. 
Furthermore, he insisted that, if the objections pressed against it were logically 
applied, they "would be equally fatal to the doctrine of the Incarnation itself. 
Without some form of Kenosis doctrine the writing of a Life of Christ is fore-
doomed. 112 But, significantly, Taylor doubts that the contemporary neglect of 
the kenotic implications of the [ncarnation describes the real position of whomever 
seeks to defend a Christo logy. Rather, in his opinion, nin modern times it is widely 
recognized that it is of the glory of the [ncarnation that Christ accepted those 
limitations of knowledge which are inseparable from a true humanity. n3 And if 
limitations of knowledge, the possibilities of limiting other aspects of his Person 
are certainly live topics. 
1pcNTT, p. 260. 
2 11 ls [t Possible to Write a Life of Christ? Some Aspects of the Modern 
Problem, 11 ET, 53 (1941-42), 64-65. 
3GM, p. 523. 
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Taylor provided a fine background for his kenotic discussion earlier in 
The Person of Christ in New Testament Teaching. In Chapter V, 11The Christological 
•Hymn• in Phil. ii. 6-11, 11 Taylor examined the origin of the kenotic theory. His 
treatment of how Christ "emptied 11 himself ( }J..). ~~ ' \ ) etiUTD'I eKeVW (TGV) 
emphasizes the religious and ethical intent of Paul, but Taylor does not concede 
that it has, at the same time, no Christological importance. 1 At the conclusion 
of his exegetical and historical treatment of that passage, he said: 
It seems to me that the time is ripe for new thoughts on 
this question, for the popular theology which would have 
us be content with the view that God is like Jesus is 
altogether too facile.2 
Taylor contends that the objections usually leveled against the kenotic 
theory (or better, kenoti c theories) apply to the cruder forms of that theory or 
theories. In addition, he does not consider the intervening period of inactivity 
concerning this issue to have been unproductive. It allowed certain suggestions 
to be posed which, in reality, exposed the true value of some of the older 
insights; and, as Taylor philosophizes: 11Theology, however, is a science in which 
3 
second thoughts are often best. 11 Therefore, Taylor undertook to set forth the 
various kenotic theories of the past and to assess the criticisms brought to bear 
upon them. 
1 PCNTT I p. 260. 
21bid. 1 P• 78. 
31bid. 1 P• 270. 
a) His Answers to Objections Against 
Previous Kenotic Theories 
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Discussions of the kenotic theory customarily cite Thomasius of Erlangen1 
and W. F. Gess2 as the propounders of the theory in its more stark form. Thomasi us 
posited a distinction between the relative--omniscience, omnipotence, and 
omnipresence--and the essential--holiness, love, and justice--attributes of God, 
thus submitting that it was of the relative attributes that Jesus emptied Himself 
while on earth. 3 Gess suggested an eclipse of Jesus• self-consciousness as divine 
during the days of His flesh. 4 Taylor charges that most of the contemporary 
objections to the kenotic theory 11are really aimed at Thomasius or Gessn;5 but 
Taylor advocates that other kenotic theories have been proposed which do not share 
in the crude divisions suggested in these earlier attempts. 
From among 11the flowering period of British kenotic Christo logy , 116 Taylor 
alluded briefly to D. W. Forres? and P. T. Forsyth8 as examples of more plausible 
kenotic theories; but it was to H. R. Mackintosh9 that Taylor turned for the most 
1 Gottfried Thomasius, Christi Person und Werk (Erlangen: Theodor Blafing, 
1853-1861). 
2Die Lehre von der Person Christi (Basel: Bahnmaiers, 1856). 
3cf. PCNTT, p. 261. 41bid. 51bid., p. 260. 61bid., p. 262. 
?The Authority of Christ (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1906}. 
8The Person and Place of Jesus Christ (Boston: The Pilgrim Press, 1909). 
9The Doctrine of the Person of Jesus Christ (rrlnternational Theological 
Library 11; New York:: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1912). 
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evident advance in a re-statement of this theory. In turn, as will become evident 
later, it is from Mackintosh that Taylor borrows the most for his own statement of 
kenoticism. Furthermore, claims Taylor, it was against Mackintosh that many of 
the modern objections to the kenotic theory have been raised; but, concludes Taylor: 
11The arrow strikes the wrong target. Thomasius is attacked under the alias of 
Mackintosh." 1 
It will be fruitful at this point to take up the primary points raised in protest 
against the kenotic theory. Wi IIi am Temple2 posed two critical objections, which 
were enthusiastically seconded by D. M. Baillie. 3 In Taylor1S handling of these 
criticisms can be seen the outline of his own kenotic theory. 
Temple 1s first argument was that the kenoti c theory is open to the charge 
of cosmic chaos. What was happening, he asked, to the universe while Jesus was 
a baby'? This attempt at a reductio ad absurdum was considered by Baillie as an 
insuperable objection. 4 Taylor deals with this objection decisively. If Temple 
and Baillie want to push the suggestion of the government of the world by Christ 
to this extreme, Taylor pertinently reminds us that it was through (c5t.o() the Son 
( I 5 
that God made the world, not by (U7TO) him. Furthermore, in a display of 
1 PCNTT I p. 267. 
2christus Veritas (London: Macmillan and Co., 1924). 
3 God was in Christ, pp. 94-98. 
41bid., pp. 95-96. Bai llie 1s advocacy of this argument would seem to be 
out of all proportion to its feigned subtlety. 
5PCNTT, p. 267. 
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British dry wit, Taylor hazarded: 11Without presuming to define the manner of the 
divine operations, one might suppose that the resources of the Trinity would be 
equal to the situation, It 1 i. e., sustaining the universe while the Son was 
incarnate. Thus, Taylor concludes that Temple 1s first charge may have been valid 
against Thomasius but not against Mackintosh or Forsyth, whose kenotic Christologies 
certainly do not imply cosmic chaos. 
To TempJe•s objection that the kenotic theory has a 11mythological appear-
ance 11 (which Baillie views as suggesting a "temporary theophany 11), Taylor points 
out that neither Mackintosh nor Forsyth implies that the Jesus of history ceased 
to be divine. This is one of those arguments, mentioned earlier, that if carried 
out consistently, Taylor charges, would deny the reality of the Incarnation itself. 
Furthermore, neither TempJe•s 1924 charge nor Baillie 1s 1948 objection takes into 
consideration the more refined kenotic theory. On the contrary, Mackintosh held 
that nothing of the Godhead was separated from the Person of Christ in his lncarna-
tion; rather, some of the qualities necessary of Godhead are seen as incompatible, 
_!! in full potency, during the Incarnation. Mackintosh's solution to this problem, 
which Taylor follows closely, is that some of Christ's qualities of Godhead were 
latent Or Of 11COnCentrated potency rather than Of full actuality 1 d uv~ e l. 
) I 2 
rather than evtp Ke t r-. . tt 
The third objection handled by Taylor belongs to D. M. Baillie. Bai I lie 
contended that the kenotic theory argues against the reality of the hypostatic 
llbid. 2Mackintosh, p. 477. 
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union and against the J•permanence of the manhood of Christ. 111 Taylor replies 
simply that not all kenotic theories renounce the hypostatic union:- this would be 
true of Mackintosh 1s, Forsyth 1s, and his own theories. 2 
After handling these various objections, Taylor stated: 11 ft cannot be said 
that the modern attack on kenoticism is impressive. u3 In defense against the absence 
of kenotic theories until relatively recent times, Taylor refers to 0. C. Quick•s 
conclusion that this was due to a Hellenistic conception of the changelessness of 
God and need not apply to the Christian conception of God 1s changelessness, 
which involves His consistency of love for man. 4 Then, in light of these findings, 
Taylor concluded:-
Some form of kenosis is essential to any worthy doctrine of 
the Incarnation, and it should be the endeavour of modern 
theology to ascertain, from the New Testament and in the 
light of recent discussions, what the best form is. 5 
With these words Taylor turned, as we now do, to consider his particular version 
of the kenoti c theory. 
b) His Own Version of the Kenotic Theory 
The general outlines of Taylor approach to the kenotic theory are already 
evident from the foregoing discussion. Our purpose at this point will be to indicate 
1Baillie, p. 97. 2PCNTT, p. 268. 3tbid., p. 269. 
4cf. 0. C. Quick, Doctrines of the Creed (London: Charles Scribner•s 
Sons, Lf93q 1951), p. 135. 
5pcNTT, p. 270. 
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the trend of his theory, since, in light of what has already been said, Taylor•s 
treatment of kenoti cism wi II likely become a reference point for future discussions 
on the topic. 
Of the humanity of Jesus, Taylor is in no doubt. Jesus was rrunambiguously 
human" and 11subject to the limitations of human finitude. nl Equally true, accord-
ing to Taylor, was Jesus• consciousness of sharing the life of the Father (see earlier 
pp. 214-17 ). The juxtaposition of the human and the divine within the Person of 
Jesus is, then, precisely the problem of Christology. 
Taylor•s solution is kenotic. He doubts that Jesus• earthly life was either 
omniscient or omnipotent; and, if other Christologies are forced to admit this (as 
Taylor is confident that they must), then he surmises that usome form of kenosis-
hypothesis is unavoidable. "2 In addition, Taylor recognizes the decision of 
Chalcedon for what it affirms--the two natures (the human and the divine) com-
bined within the one Person of Christ--but he, nevertheless, asserts that "some 
form of self-emptying is required if we are to apprehend how the two natures inhere 
in the One Christ. 113 
That this approach to Christology does not detract from an extremely "highu 
estimate of the Person of Christ is to be seen in Taylor•s summary of his own posi-
tion. First, he speaks concerning the more-than-man self-consciousness of the 
Jesus of history. 11AII the relevant facts,rr Taylor declares, 11compel us to affirm 
that the subject of the human life of Christ is the Logos, the Eternal Son, but in 
libido 1 P• 271. 2 tbido 1 P• 272. 3 tbid. 1 P• 275. 
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the form and under the conditions of human existence. 111 Second, since only 
Doceticism can result, unless some limitations to the manhood of Jesus are 
acknowledged, Taylor, in the necessary flight of speculation, suggests "a pre-
temporal act of will 112 by which the Self-limitation of the Godhead, mirrored in 
creation and redemption, expressed "the supreme act of love which engages the 
activity of all the Persons of the Trinity, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.•r3 Third, 
Taylor, following Mackintosh, explains this self-limitation, as the Gospel accounts 
suggest, that n:in the Son's earthly existence the divine attributes of omniscience, 
omnipotence, and omnipresence are potential and latent rather than continuously 
operative. u:4 Such action is not the abandonment of these attributes, as Thomasius 
held; rather, these attributes, without which God is not God, are not necessarily 
destroyed if potential and not operative {especially if Self-imposed). How integral 
to his Christology is this kenotic approach can be seen in these words of Taylor: 
Only on the assumption that the divine attributes 
are potential rather than active does a true incarnation 
seem possible. If the Son comes into the world omniscient 
and omnipotent, His coming is a theophany; if He com-
pletely strips Himself of these attributes, He is downgraded 
to the level of a man. In the one case the humanity is a 
semblance; in the other the divinity is lost; in neither case 
is there a veritable incarnation of the Son of God. 5 
1tbid. 1 P• 289 o 
2rbid., p. 290. Taylor finds this implied in Phil. 2:6-11, II Cor. 8:9, 
John 17:5 and 17:24. 
3 tbid. 1 P• 291. 4 tbid. 
5 tbid. 1 P• 294. 
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And, finally, the outcome of this is Taylor•s rejection of the Sixth General 
Counci Ps decision in A. D. 680 that Christ had two wi lis and two consciousnesses, 
human and divine. Rather, Taylor says: 11The human wi II is the divine wi II 
restrained by conditions which are accepted fully and completely. 111 So, if the 
Incarnation is possible, then a self-imposed limitation or restraint on the part of 
the Son is equally possible. But it is not given to us, Taylor believes, to answer 
the mystery of how the Godhead operated while Jesus was incarnate. What he 
is willing to affirm is that nit would be idle to suppose that the Godhead is 
impoverished by the supreme act of love by which the Son of God is sent into the 
world. 112 
These are the general lines along which Taylor develops his kenotic 
Christology. It begins with the reality of the Incarnation and its implications, 
not with purely pre-temporal speculations. As we have already seen from his 
discussion of Jesus• unique filial consciousness (see earlier pp. 214-216), Taylor 
supports a much 11higher 11 Christology than many who reject the kenotic explanation. 
In this area, as in his life of Jesus research, Taylor sees some truth in both 
the Synoptic and Johannine traditions. This time it relates to Jesus• consciousness 
of Sonship. According to Taylor, throughout the days of his flesh Jesus• relation-
ship to the Father, grounded in revelation and spiritual intuition, is correctly 
interpreted by John 1s Gospel 11in presupposing an abiding knowledge of Sonship, 
but it is less historical in representing that consciousness as steady, continuous, 
libido I P• 295. 2 tbid. I P• 298. 
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and unbroken. 111 But Taylor holds that the perspective of the Synoptics as to the 
emergence and growth of that consciousness and to its existence within the limita-
tions of humanity is also true. Thus, viewed from the inherent implications behind 
the New Testament account, and when considered in subsequent formulations con-
cerning the Person of Christ I Taylor concluded that 11Christology .•• is incurably 
kenotic. 112 And then in an inclusive summary, Taylor said: 
The truth is that we cannot get rid of kenoticism. 
If we dismiss it at the door, it comes back through the 
window. If we deny it in word, we affirm it in principle, 
however much theologically we may be upon our guard. 
The reason must be that self-limitation is an essential 
form of the divine manifestation. God is God when He 
stoops no less than when He reigns. He is a God who in 
revelation hides Himself. 3 
There is justification for seeing in Taylor•s kenotic hypothesis the key to 
his Christology. Not only does it explain a great many of the presuppositions 
behind his understanding of the Divine Consciousness of Jesus, but it also provides 
an insight into the relevance for the Christian faith of the Jesus of history, since 
his kenotic Christology begins with the fact of the Incarnation and its implications. 
Taylor•s kenotic theory is not a formulation de~' but it is a composite of 
previous theories which has been refined by the fires of criticism. Largely in line 
with Mackintosh 1s presentation, Taylor•s theory may not be so significant for its 
particular advance beyond Mackintosh, but, none the less, it is highly suggestive 
11bido 1 Po 302. 21bid. I P• 272. 
31bid., p. 276. This same opinion has been repeated in one of Taylor•s 
most recent writings. Cf. 11 Does the New Testament Ca II Jesus God?, 11 ET, 73 
(1961-62), 118. 
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and significant in light of the context of contemporary Christology into which he 
presses it. If, as Taylor holds, the values of a kenotic Christology have been 
prematurely and unfairly dismissed by the bulk of New Testament scholarship, it 
would seem that his presentation of The Person of Christ in New Testament Teach-
ing is a significant challenge to that premature evaluation. 
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F. The Gospel according to St. Mark 
One area in which the cautious attitude toward assessment of Taylor's 
contribution to New Testament studies does not fit is Taylor's monumental efforts 
everywhere in evidence in his book, The Gospel according to St. Mark. 1 Com-
mentaries are not necessarily to be judged by the final decisions made by the author 
on the thousands of variable decisions; rather, when viewed according to the 
adequacy with which this commentary takes up into itself the best of the research 
of the past, when seen as an independent and creative reworking of the materia I, 
and as an effort to set forth the chief alternatives within which critical solutions 
are likely to lie, Taylor's commentary rates as an undoubted contribution. 
A. M. Hunter, who is not likely to be overly rash in his critical opinions, 
said of Taylor's Mark: "Here, then, is a major contribution to New Testament 
science, fit to rank with any commentary on Mark in any language. n2 Further-
more, Hunter went so far as to prophesy "that for the next fifty years Taylor on 
IV.ark will be a sine qua~ for every student of the earliest Gospel. n3 William 
Barclay characterized this work of Taylor's as "fit to rank with the great commen-
taries of all time. "4 These, admittedly, are some of the more enthusiastic comments 
lThe first edition was in 1952, and it was reprinted in 1953, 1955, 1957, 
and 1959. 
2Review of The Gospel according to St. N\ark, by Vincent Taylor, ET, 
63 (1951-52), 266. 
3tbid. 
4-w.lliam Barclay, The Gospel of N\ark ("The Daily Study Bible 11; 2nd ed.; 
Edinburgh: The Saint Andrew Press, 1956), p. viii. 
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upon this book, but, without a doubt, the contention that it is a solid contribution 
to New Testament studies stands even when some negative samplings of critica I 
opinion are taken into account (see later pp. 241-246). 
It wi II be unnecessary to attempt to summarize this book of over seven 
hundred pages. Instead, with its contribution already acknowledged, even though 
the critical opinions are not, at the same time, declared conclusive, this more 
modest critique wi II characterize the book and indicate somewhat of its scope. 
1 • The Plan of the Book 
By "the plan of the book" is intended its organization. However, at the 
outset, it might be inserted that Taylor declined to view his own work as a 
11definitive commentary,"1 but, from the wide range of critical opinion that 
would compare this book favorably with those of Swete, 2 Lohmeyer, 3 Lagrange, 4 
and Rawlinson, 5 it would appear that Taylor•s "plan 11 went awry. It is a definitive 
commentary, whether planned that way or not. 
1GM ' .. I pp. VI-VII. 
2Henry Barclay Swete, The Gospel according to St. lv\ark (3rd ed.; London: 
Macmillan and Co., Lf"89q 1909). 
3Ernst Lohmeyer, Das Evangelium des lv\arkus (15. Auflage; Gottingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1959). 
4/v\arie Joseph Lagrange, Evangi le selon Saint lv\arc (5th ed.; Paris:: 
Gabalda, ;T92071929). 
5 Alfred Edward John Rawlinson, St. lv\ark (uWestminster Commentaries11; 
7th ed.; London! Methuen & Co., Ltd., ;T92571949). 
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The formal plan of the book involves one hundred and forty-nine pages of 
introductory material, the conclusions of which will be taken up presently. Further, 
the method by which Taylor handles each sub-section within the Gospel has been 
indicated in the discussion on form-criticism (see earlier pp. 119-121). 
Generally speaking, Taylor•s coverage of the Greek text comprises the 
best of his insights from all areas of his New Testament studies and fully evidences 
the decade of effort devoted to this commentary. Taylor•s discussion of the textual, 
source, form-critical, syntactical, historical, and theological problems of the 
Gospel would appear to be as full as necessary, plus some. The same cone lusion 
could be said for his coverage of divergent opinions from his own. Over four 
hundred pages are packed with closely reasoned arguments and critical opinions 
gleaned from hundreds of sources. Topping off this already loaded commentary 
are another fifty pages of additional notes on various points ranging from the 
baptism of Jesus to the date of the last Supper. 
Thus, it can be seen that even the plan of the book is formidable. When 
there is added to that well-conceived plan Taylor•s lucid style and command of 
English, the result is a work of imposing proportions. 
2. Its Introductory Conclusions 
One way of sampling a work of this magnitude is to pile up a series of 
its introductory conclusions. 
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Writing concerning the history of the Gospel in the Church, perhaps, the 
key consideration which discloses Taylor's particular understanding of that Gospel 
is his contention that the Papias tradition has rightly been accepted, yet "it ought 
not to be taken as covering everything contained in Mark •••• nl 
An instructive survey of 11The History of the Gospel in Modern Criticism 11 
covers pages 9-25. Within that section the priority of Mark is briefly argued, 2 
the contributions of form-criticism introduced, and the opinion expressed that 
all the tools of biblical criticism, including an openness to theology, must be 
utilized to uncover the message of the whole Gospel. 
Mark is accepted as the Gospel's author. 3 Taylor selects A. D. 65-67 
as the most probable date for the Gospel, which most likely was written at Rome. 4 
Taylor's coverage of Mark's vocabulary, syntax, and style is a model of 
brevity. Of course, he had the advantage of drawing upon the wealth of such 
information as gathered and interpreted by men like Hawkins, Swete, and 
Deissmann. Taylor's general conclusion regarding Mark's style is indicative of his 
attitude toward the Gospel. 11The impression, rr writes Taylor, 11We receive is that 
Mark records tradition very much as he finds it. 115 
1 GM, p. 3. 
2Taylor mentions Basil Christopher Butler, The Originality of St. Matthew 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1951}, out only briefly. Taylor's fuller 
defense of the priority of Mark is in G, pp. 44-47. 
3GM, pp. 26-27. 
5GM, p. 53. 
4 GM, p. 32. 
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On the Semitic background of the Gospel, Taylor professes inadequacy. 1 
Although he is certainly not without knowledge in this complex field of investiga-
tion, in this area (as also he claims in patristic studies) he relies much more than 
usual on specific authorities in Semitic studies. However, the importance of his 
conclusions on the Semitic background of Mark's Gospel are powerfully determine-
tive in Taylor's estimation of the proximity of this Gospel to its oral sources. 
Taylor does not think that Mark was first written in Aramaic, still his estimate 
of the Semitic influence is high. He says: 
We can certainly conclude that a Gospel so deeply 
coloured by Semitic usages must, in the main, bear a 
high historical value. And we can look with increased 
suspicion on critical theories which attribute to it corrup-
tions traced to the impact of Hellenistic influences. The 
sympathies of Mark are Gentile in their ~nge, but his 
tradition is Jewish Christian to the core. 
The consequence of Taylor's unusual reliance upon the works of such men as 
Dalman, 3 C. F. Burney, 4 W. F. Howard, 5 C. C. Torrey, 6 and Matthew Black7 
1 Cf. GM, p. vi. 21bid., p. 65. 
3Gustaf Hermann Dalman, The Words of Jesus, tr. D. M. Kay (Edinburgh: 
T. & T. Clark, 1902) and Jesus-Jeshua, tr. Paul P. Levertoff (London: Society 
for Promoting Christian Knowledge, 1929). 
4The Poetry of our Lord (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1925}. 
5uAppendix on Semitisms in the New Testament, 11 in J. H. Moulton and 
W. F. Howard, A Grammar of New Testament Greek (2 vols.; 3rd ed.; Edinburgh: 
T. & T. Clark, 1908-1929), II, 413-485. 
6
our Translated Gospels (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1936). 
7 An Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and Acts (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 
1946). 
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is to provide Taylor with expert advice on the Semitic problem, which, in turn, 
Taylor takes up and makes use of in an individual contribution to the solution of 
some of those problems by his detailed study of the distribution of Semiticisms 
throughout Mark's Gospel. An example of the application of this test to the 
Gospel is Taylor's conclusion that Mark's Passion narrative is made up of two 
strata--"A was non-Semitic and of a summary character •••• B, on the contrary, 
had a strong Semitic flavour, 111 --which ultimately suggests to Taylor that Mark's 
basic Passion source was already a tradition circulating at Rome into which Mark 
inserted pieces of Petrine tradition of a Semitic flavor. Thus, the reliance which 
he places upon the test of Semiticisms in Mark is characteristic of his commentary. 2 
Taylor has a considerable section on the theology of the Gospel. There 
his work of the names of Jesus is prefigured, his conclusions on the Messianic Secret 
are mentioned, and the conclusions to his Soteriological studies are brought in. 
Finally, the historical value of the Gospel was faced. After allowing 
for various motives at work within the Gospel, Taylor said: 11Mark's Gospel 
reflects the ideas of the primitive Christian Kerygma, but it does this 
because the earliest preaching rested upon what Jesus had done and taught. "3 
Then, some consideration is given by Taylor to the vivid detai Is of the Gospel. 
This, again, is characteristic of Taylor's commentary, in that he constantly notes 
1 GM, p. 658. 
2However, Taylor specifies that this Aramaic element does not guarantee 
the historical character of the tradition. GM, p. 65. -
3tbid. 1 P• 134. 
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such points throughout his study of Mark; and, while he does not put full weight 
upon the testimony of such vivid touches, Taylor does rely heavily upon them, 
and they contribute much to his opinion regarding the historical worth of the 
Gospel. As he stated: 11 ln his stories about Jesus and his miracle-stories the 
wealth of detai I is given, not created. His objectivity is a sign of the high his-
torical value of the Gospel ... l Lastly, the topic of the Nlarkan outline is sketched. 
That Taylor supports the basic validity of that outline is no surprise. He admits 
that the outline is fragmentary and has evident gaps, but his basic conclusion 
stands: 11 ln sum we may say that in Nlark we have an authority of first rank for 
2 
our knowledge of the Story of Jesus. 11 
The cumulative result of this rapid survey of the introductory and critical 
conclusions upon which Taylor's study of Mark is based should give an indication 
both of the scope of this magnum opus and of the direction in which it moves. 
Needless to say, it is impossible to do justice to any book in a summary or review. 
But in light of the earlier coverage concerning Taylor's formative conclusions and 
the examination of the areas of his major efforts, this progressive piling up of his 
approach to the Gospel of Mark, despite its brevity, when set against the magnitude 
of the book itself, does indicate something of Taylor's individual treatment of 
Mark, which, in turn, is the basis for many of Taylor's decisions on other related 
questions from 1952 onward. 
1Jbid. 1 P• 140. 
2Jbid. 1 P• 148. 
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3. Critical Reaction to the Book 
Since the opinion has a I ready been advanced that Taylor's work on Mark 
is a contribution of considerable magnitude to New Testament studies, it may be 
instructive to back up this claim by sampling the critical opinion occasioned by 
the appearance of this book. 
a) Unfavorable Reactions 
It must be admitted that the genera I reaction to the book has been favor-
able. Of course, within such sympathetic reviews, some points of disagreement 
inevitably come up. Indeed, it would be vain to suppose that any book could 
meet the peculiar complex of critical and personal opinions of any reviewer. 
One highly unfavorable treatment of Taylor's work on Mark deserves men-
tion. Not only is it thorough {over forty pages in length), but it made some valid 
criticisms of Taylor's work. Morton Smith, while reviewing Taylor's The Gospel 
according to St. Mark in the Harvard Theological Review, 1 made a point by point 
criticism of that work. Although Smith had earlier reviewed the same book for 
another journa1, 2 and found it to be rta healthy reaction against the fantasies of 
Bultmann--and if the reaction goes a bit too far, well, that is in the nature of 
reactions, n3 his review in the Harvard Theological Review was highly critical. 
148 (1955) i 21-64. 
2Morton Smith, Review of The Gospel according to St. Mark, by Vincent 
Taylor, Journal of Religious Thought, 11 (1953-54), 64-65. 
31bid, 1 P• 65, 
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Now, without doubt, Smith and Taylor operate from highly divergent phi 1-
osophical, theological, and critical presuppositions. None the less, many of Smith's 
criticisms have a reasonable force. In fact, it was because of the importance of 
Taylor's book as one that "wi II influence the study of Mark for years to come 11 
that Smith's biting criticism was written; and, as such, Smith contends that his 
review and criticism "should be considered a tribute to the book's importance and 
to the great learning from which that importance derives. n 1 With that accolade 
bestowed, Smith "waded into 11 Taylor. 
Taylor frequently implies that 11multiple attestation 11 of a saying or incident 
suggests (or even 11 proves 11 ) the origin of the material as historical. Smith dissents: 
Multiple attestation ••• does not prove the originality 
of the material. What it does prove is a general need 
for the material. Such need might well have led to 
invention. 2 
Smith fastened upon a strong inconsistency within Taylor's schema of 
Jesus' ministry. While Taylor ascribes great trust to Nlark's knowledge of Jesus' 
ministry (via Peter), yet he insists that Nlark had 11no real appreciation 11 of the 
Mission of the Twelve. 3 Clearly, Smith has pointed out a basic flaw in Taylor's 
reasoning, especially in light of the importance which Taylor assigns to the 
1M. Smith, Review of The Gospel according to St. Nlark, by Vincent 
Taylor, Harvard Theological Review, 48 {1955), 21. 
2rbid., p. 27. 
31bid., p. 34. Cf. Taylor, GM, p. 302. 
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Mission of the Twelve in his reconstruction of the life and ministry of Jesus (see 
earlier pp. 197-200). 
On the problem of nature-miracles, Taylor is particularly vulnerable. 
Smith•s criticism is justified. Smith says of Taylor•s handling of the nature-miracles: 
11Vivid detai ls 11 lead him to conclude that every Markan 
story of Jesus• miracles (except the blasting of the fig 
tree) is told from eyewitness tradition. At the same time, 
he will not admit that any of the major miracles happened. 
• • • So Mk. •s 11narrative is everywhere credible 11 (p. 318) 
to everything but what Mk. meant to narrate. Clearly, this 
position is the product, not of criticism, but of the conflict 
of two apologetic techniques--to defend Mk. directly by 
accepting his stories, and to defend him indirectly by 
getting rid of his miracles. 1 
Smith•s identification of Taylor•s fluctuating stand upon the nature-miracles 
is fair. Throughout his writings, Taylor has been wrestling with this problem. 
In his commentary on Mark, Taylor•s handling of the nature miracles may be justly 
characterized as 11rationalistic, 11 perhaps, in the best tradition of the era before 
D. F. Strauss. 2 In his The Formation of the Gospel Tradition, Taylor discussed 
quite fully the decision between the rationalism of the older Liberalism, which 
assumed natural events that had been given a miraculous interpretation, and the 
view of some of the form-critics that such miracles had their origin in legends 
or folk-tales. Taylor declared that a decision upon the miraculous in the Gospel 
depends upon "our world-view, our estimate of the Person of Christ, and our use 
of the principles of Historical Criticism. rr3 Of these, Taylor admits that the 
llbid. 1 P• 36. 2 Cf. Taylor, GM, pp. 140-145. 3 FGT I p. 134. 
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world-view does not rule out the possibility of the miraculous. The crux of his 
decision comes over the Person of Christ. As we have seen from our previous dis-
cussion of his kenotic Christo logy {see earlier pp. 223-33), his understanding 
of Jesus as 11unambiguously human "1 tips the scales in favor of a completely human 
experience for the Jesus of history. So, in Taylor's opinion, nature-miracles 
stand outside what he believes to have been the limitations necessary to a true 
Incarnation. 2 Therefore, Taylor sets up the choice--either reject the nature-
miracles, since Jesus was fully human and nothing more, or accept the stories 
as natural events given a miraculous interpretation, because they were connected 
to the Person of Jesus, who was both human and divine, but whose humanity 
limited his Divine Consciousness to the exclusion of nature-miracles. Taylor 
chooses the latter alternative, but he admits: 11This is a very razor edge of 
decision. I do not think we are guilty of intellectual vacillation if we hesitate 
between these alternatives, now inclining to the one, now to the other. "3 He 
goes on to warn that both sides of the choice may have misread the limits of the 
Incarnation. Then, he concluded: "In these matters we face unsolved problems, 
and each man must follow the light which he has. u4 That Taylor does away with 
the nature-miracles is certain. That he does so at the expense of his statements 
to the contrary concerning the basic reliability of Mark's tradition is also true. 
Now, it is not contended that Smith has a better explanation for this problem; 
1 PCNTT I p. 271. 2 Cf. FGT, pp. 137-139. 
31bid. 1 P• 140. 
the point is that Smith was justified in pointing out this inconsistency within 
Taylor's treatment of the Gospel of lv\ark. 
Another issue which Smith brings up has to do with the presence of the 
apocalyptic element within the Gospel. 
Therefore to accept the great majority of the sayings in 
Mk. as substantially accurate reports of Jesus' ipsissima 
verba, which T. does, is implausible. But to do this 
and also get rid of the apocalyptic sayings, is impossible. 1 
However a critic decides upon this difficult problem, he is certain not to please 
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some. Yet, it must be admitted that Taylor's high regard for the historical value 
of the Gospel tradition makes his position on the apocalyptic question seem unusual. 
Finally, although Smith praises many of its fine points, on the negative 
side, he makes a basic criticism of that book which it will be worthwhile to quote 
in its fullness, since its charge may be valid, then again, it may be overdrawn. 
Smith claims that Taylor's book is a determined apologetic effort. 
It is for apologetic motives that Taylor is wi I ling to preserve 
the faults of nineteenth-century exegesis (notably its over-
emphasis on insignificant details), and even to revive those 
of the eighteenth century (notably its rationalistic 11explana-
tions" of the miracles). It is because of his preoccupation 
with apologetics that he does not notice these fau Its are 
contradictory. • • • The same apologetic concern limits 
his use of form-criticism to those instances in which it will 
yield edifying results. • • • What are these apologetic 
1M. Smith, Review of The Gospel according to St. lv\ark, by Vincent 
Taylor, Harvard Theological Review, p. 52. 
motives? To defend both the historical rel\abi lity of Mk. 
and the liberal Protestant picture of Jesus. 
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On individual points, other reviewers join Smith. H. D. A. Major 
questioned Taylor•s firm reliance upon Mk. 10:45 as a 11verbatim utterance of 
Jesus. 112 C. F. D. Moule was also uneasy with Taylor•s rationalistic handling of 
the miracles. 3 William Manson lamented its treatment of the apocalyptic element 
in the Gospel. 4 Yet, these comments were made in the context of favorable reviews. 
b) Favorable Reactions 
In addition to Hunter•s and Barclay•s generous praise (see earlier p. 234), 
positive acceptance of Taylor•s book on Mark is not hard to locate. In nearly 
every commentary on Mark since 1952, almost unqualified admiration has been 
the rule. 
1tbid., pp. 63-64. Possibly, it would be fair to ask, in light of the 
11feeling•i""'rSmith 1s criticism, whether or not the force with which he attacks 
Taylor•s efforts might not be the reaction of an apologetic also? Maybe, there 
is justification for seeing in Mark 1s Gospel evidence of the reliability of its 
sources, and not every aspect of the 11 liberal Protestant picture of Jesus 11 needs, 
of necessity, to be viewed as a perversion. However, even when this is granted, 
the fact remains that Smith 1s critique of Taylor•s book has uncovered problem areas. 
2Review of The Gospel according to St. Mark, by Vincent Taylor, 
Modern Churchman, 43 (1953), 50. 
3Review of The Gospel according to St. Mark, by Vincent Taylor, 
Journal of Theological Studies, 4 (1953); 68-73. 
4William Manson, Review of The Gospel according to St. Mark, by 
Vincent Taylor, Scottish Journa I of Theology, 6 (1953), 308. 
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Kummel accorded the book some plaudits. He claimed that, although 
it is not a 110urchschnittsmeinung,n nevertheless, it should rank right along with 
Lohmeyer for help in understanding Jesus• message. 1 William lv\anson praised the 
book•s style: 11 No commentary was ever more lucidly and attractively written. 112 
Finally, Moule declared: 11 lt is difficult to imagine anything more erudite and 
massive appearing in any language for some decades to come. u3 
Although Taylor modestly stated the commentary•s purpose as merely J•to 
report progress and perhaps to stimulate others to essay the task, 114 the outcome 
was something much closer to a definitive commentary. After one decade of its 
usefulness, there has appeared no challenger to that position; nor is one likely 
to appear for sometime to come. The unbelievable range of scholarly competence 
required for such an undertaking does not open the task to young men, nor does 
the prospect of years upon years of devoted effort attract the mature scholars to 
the job in large numbers. This is not to say that in the years to come another 
magnum opus representing the mature judgments of some younger man wi II not 
come along to set aside Taylor on lv\ark, just as Taylor replaced Swete for English-
reading students. But until that time comes, The Gospel according to St. lv\ark 
by Vincent Taylor is, and will continue to be, a significant contribution to New 
Testament studies. 
1Georg Werner KUmmel, Review of The Gospel according to St. lv\ark, 
by Vincent Taylor, Theologische Literturzeitung, 78 (1953), 338-339. 
2Review of The Gospel according to St. Mark, by Vincent Taylor, p. 307. 
3Moule, p. 73. 4 GM, p. vi. 
G. Various Other Topics Covered by 
Taylor1s Published Writings 
In order to take into account the full scope of Taylor•s work and to 
investigate the presence of a possible major contribution which has not already 
been discussed, it is necessary to examine, as briefly as possible, a few areas 
of his work which, on first appearance, do not represent the magnitude nor the 
potential of his previously discussed writings. 
1. The Virgin Birth 
Taylor•s first published book was The Historical Evidence for the Virgin 
Birth. The gist of that book is that the historical investigation of the Virgin 
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Birth tradition produces one finding, 11Not proven. 111 After a thorough examina-
tion of the evidence, Taylor1s conclusion was that 11the ultimate considerations 
which determine a true estimate of the Virgin Birth tradition are doctrinal. J•2 
An interesting part of this study was Taylor1s contention that Luke 1 =34-35 
had been inserted into the birth narrative cycle of tradition within the Third Gospel 
at some time subsequent to the original writing of that Gospel. 3 However, this 
position, minutely argued, did not affect the possible historical value of the 
tradition, since Taylor held that Luke himself inserted these two verses plus the 
words 11as was supposed 11 in Luke 3::23 as a later stratum of recently come by 
information. 4 However, the outcome of Taylor•s attention to Luke 1:34-35 and 
lv\atthew 1:18-25 was to acknowledge the existence of, and the validity for the 
1 HEVB, p. 128. 21bid. I p. 127. 31bid. I pp. 46-47. 41bid. 
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Gospel writers of, the Virgin Birth tradition. But "beyond that point, we cannot 
travel--within the limits of the evidence alone. 111 
Convinced of the proper limits of the historica I evidence, Taylor did not 
venture his own solution in the realm of doctrinal considerations. 11The present 
writer takes no shame to say that upon the theological aspect of the Virgin Birth 
he has not yet been able to satisfy his mind. 112 
Although Taylor concluded his book with the intimation that the Virgin 
Birth might be poetry rather than fact, 3 by 1941 his position was more explicit. 
He concluded: 11 lt seems increasingly improbable that a critical Life of Christ 
wi II be able to find room for the Virgin Birth tradition. rr4 But the full cycle 
of this topic within Taylor•s mind came in 1958 when, without repudiating the 
exegetical conclusions of his book on the Virgin Birth, Taylor wrote:-
I therefore doubt if I was justified in saying in 
The Historica I Evidence for the Virgin Birth that 11the 
ultimate considerations which determine a true estimate 
of the Virgin Birth tradition are doctrinal •••• u5 
Taylor•s 1958 position would seem to fortify his doubt as to the legitimacy of the 
tradition in strict historical terms, but his attitude is to give the widest possible 
latitude to differing interpretations. However, no explicit decision is advanced, 
1Jbid. 1 P• 128. 2 Jbid. 1 P• 131. 
31bid., p. 133. Cf. the same sentiment in FGT, p. 160. 
411 Js It Possible to Write a Life of Christ? ••• , 11 p. 63. 
5PCNTT, p. 218n. 
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and so, despite some allusive evidence to the contrary, it might be fairly concluded 
that Taylor has sti II 11not been able to satisfy his mind. 11 
2. Gospel Research 
Any book in the flooded field of Gospel introduction that survives a 
decade of flux is fortunate. But such a book written in 1930, which has gone 
through nine editions, and sti II is going strong in 1963 is very unusua I. Such a 
book is Taylor•s The Gospels: A Short Introduction. 
That this short book of slightly over one hundred pages has met a need as 
11an ideal textbook 111 would seem evidenced by its longevity. It was in this form 
that Taylor first presented a short critique of form-criticism in 1930. It was there 
that Taylor argued the priority of Nlark 1s Gospel to his satisfaction, so that his 
commentary on Mark only sketched its conclusions. Also, it was in The Gospels 
that Taylor presented a summary of his Proto-Luke theory and his defense of the 
document Q. All of these factors, plus many of its individual conclusions utilized 
throughout this dissertation, combine for this hazarded appraisal, i. e., that it is 
without serious rival as a short introduction to the complexities of Synoptic and 
Johannine studies. 2 
1Anonymous, Review of The Gospels: A Short Introduction, by Vincent 
Taylor, ET, 71 {1959-60) 1 335. 
2Perhaps E. Basi I Redlich 1s The Student•s Introduction to the Synoptic 
Gospels (London: Longmans, Green and Co., n. d.) runs a close second in 
this regard. 
Whether or not The Gospels should rank as a major contribution to New 
Testament studies may be debatable, but here the decision is in the negative. 
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Of its useful summarization of the problems, coupled with a concise digest of 
Taylor's views on Proto-Luke, Q, and form-criticism, there is no doubt. But its 
most arresting chapters are precisely those areas to which Taylor has devoted much 
time and effort. Therefore, this book ranks as an excellent introduction to the 
Gospels, but, in itself, it is not a major contribution. 
3. The Holy Spirit 
In 1937 there appeared a symposium, without any editorial name, entitled 
The Doctrine of the Holy Spirit, which was comprised of four lectures by members 
of the Faculty of Wesley College--Vincent Taylor, Howard Watkin-Jones, Harold 
Roberts, and Norman H. Snaith. 1 Taylor's chapter is entitled 11The Holy Spirit 
in the New Testament. 11 
That chapter contains little that is particularly characteristic of Taylor's 
theology. One conclusion of interest is that the paucity of references to the 
Spirit in the Synoptic Gospels could be explained by the fact that the Holy Spirit 
was so dominant in the early Church's experience that it was not an issue of the 
times. 
1 London: Epworth Press, 1937. 
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By and large, throughout Taylor•s writings the Holy Spirit is seldom a topic 
of explicit mention. 1 When it is, Taylor•s concept advances little the common 
understanding of the Spirit extant in the Church; thus, Taylor is satisfied to refer 
to the Holy Spirit as 11 God active in the mind and soul of men, in the world, and 
in the Church. 112 
4. Doctrine and Evangelism 
Epworth Press reprinted in 1953 a series of short articles, twenty in all, by 
Taylor which had appeared in the Methodist Recorder. The book was ca lied 
Doctrine and Evangelism. 
The twenty articles were a II extremely short, intentione lly so, and dea It 
with many of the basic doctrines of the Christian faith. They were aimed at the 
popular level but, nevertheless, contained a great deal of solid biblical theology. 
For example, Taylor defined Evangelism uas preaching the Gospel with the aim, 
through the Spirit, of seeking a response. The desire for a response is vital, since 
otherwise we are only teaching or lecturing •... u3 The truly evangelical 
spirit of the man, which, although it was necessarily allusive in his scholarly 
works, is undoubted and stands out in a statement like this concerning the reality 
and power of sin: 
The analysis does not end in pessimism. It is the background 
of a great gospel. Against the dark clouds stands the Cross, 
the only means of dethroning self, banishing sin, and restoring 
]Exceptions to this generalization which give an insight into Taylor•s con-
cept of the Spirit are: NJ, p. 119; ER, p. 51; and PCNTT, pp. 54-55 and 116-117. 
2
DE, p. 60. 3Jbid., p. 7. 
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to man the broken image of God, the only fi na I cure of the 
world's ills, the one means of reconciling man to God, and 
therefore men to men. 1 
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f.Aany more statements could be made to illustrate Taylor's ability to 
reduce the profundities of the Christian faith to understandable size. It is a good 
little book and serves its purpose well. This opinion would find agreement with 
f.Aatthew Black, who, in his review of it, said:: J'To express (and compress) the 
quintessence of the great themes of the gospel in a few hundred words requires 
literary art as well as theological skill. Dr. Taylor knows how to select his words 
as well as his facts •••• n2 
5. On Romans 
For the kickoff of the 11Epworth Preacher's Commentaries, 11 the editors 
selected Taylor to work on Romans. The Epistle to the Romans appeared in 1955. 
The purpose of that series was to aid the minister in re-discovering the richness of 
biblical themes in his preaching. In keeping with that aim, Taylor's effort worked 
from the English text and held strictly critical discussions to a minimum. In this 
regard, it is almost exactly the opposite to his great commentary on f.Aark. 
The book is not without evident scholarship. On the contrary, it shines 
through even the confines of treating Paul's great epistle in one hundred (small) 
~ges. 1t contains an excellent 11 Giossary 11 of typical Pauline words--body, 
death, faith, flesh, justification, law, mind, reconciliation, righteousness, sin, 
]Ibid. 1 P• 26. 
2Review of Doctrine and Evangelism, by Vincent Taylor, ET, 65 (1953-
54) 1 170. 
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soul, and Spirit--despite its brevity. 1 Above all, it presents Romans simply, but 
powerfu II y, so that, in John Gray's words: 11Prea chers who fo I low such advice 
as these paragraphs give, are not likely to preach on the fringe of the Gospel. u2 
Reaction to the book was favorable. Derek Allen complained that "the 
tone of the book is a little dull ..• 11; 3 but, on the whole, comments ran more 
in line with the Expository Times' opinion that it displayed Taylor's 11meticulous 
scholarship 11 and "reliable judgment. ,.4 Certainly the book does not belong in the 
class of Taylor's trilogy on Soteriology, but it is a competent bit of workmanship 
and fulfi Is its limited objective. 
6. Textual Criticism 
The publication of The Text of the New Testament: A Short Introduction 
(1961) did not signal the beginning of Taylor's concern with the topic (see earlier 
p. 60 ). Rather, it was the culmination of many years of patient study plus the 
result of his disappointment that more young men were not attracted to textual 
studies. Therefore, he undertook this short introduction in hopes of reducing the 
topic to a size which would encourage students to begin and to continue their 
studies in this area. Because Taylor deliberately chose this minimal approach, 
1 ER, pp. 15-16. 
2Review of The Epistle to the Romans, by Vincent Taylor, Scottish Journa I 
of Theology, 10 (1957), lOO. 
3Review of The Epistle to the Romans, by Vincent Taylor, Theology, 59 
( 1956) 1 476, 
4Anonymous, Review of The Epistle to the Romans, by Vincent Taylor, 
ET I 67 (1955-56), 242. 
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he suggested that it might be called 11textual criticism without tears. ul But 
whatever "tears" there were involved in Taylor's many years of working with and 
teaching textual criticism would appear to be justified by its goal. Says Taylor: 
Most of all, textual criticism has an appeal all its own 
because in it we can have the conviction that we are 
approaching nearer to the original autographs of the New 
Testament which it has pleased God not to protect from the 
accidents and fortunes of scribal transmission. 2 
"The object of Textual Criticism, 11 Taylor begins, 11 is to recover, as far 
as possible, the original text of the New Testament writings. n3 Then follows the 
briefest summary possible on the purpose and method of the discipline, the types 
of text, papyri, uncials, minuscules, versions, Patristic quotations, and printed 
editions of the Greek New Testament (pp. 1-48). For example, the student is 
introduced at first to only eight uncials. The reason is Taylor's teaching theory 
that the remainder will be absorbed less painfully, if the student can get into the 
specific problem of variant readings faster. 
This more detailed material is followed by three chapters on the theory 
of textual criticism. Westcott and Hort's contribution is handled in a mere nine 
pages; and it is indicative of Taylor's estimate of Streeter's work on textual 
criticism (which Taylor follows closely) that a similar space is used to describe 
Canon Streeter's theory. Naturally, Streeter's advocacy of the Caesarean text 
is highlighted as nthe distinctive contribution of Streeter to textual criticism. ••4 
He also commends Streeter's theory of local texts, if not too rigidly defined, as 
1TNT, p. vii. 2Jbid., p. viii. 3rbid. 1 P• 1. 4 rbid. 1 P• 59 • 
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reasonable. 1 Then, because 11Textual Criticism never stands sti 11, 112 Taylor included 
a third chapter on Textual theory, 11Further Developments since Streeter. 11 Taylor 
feels that the reaction against Streeter•s Caesarean text has gone too far; and, 
while it is 11 too early to speak of the 1so-called1 Caesarean text or to think of it 
as a clan rather than a family, n3 it is true that this aspect of Streeter•s theory is 
very much open to debate presently. 
A significant feature of Taylor•s book is Chapter XII. 11 Notes on Select 
Readings, 11 in which Taylor attempts to show how the principles of textual criticism 
are applied to practica I problems. 4 
Some of the reactions to Taylor•s venture into textual criticism have been, 
it would seem, overly severe. Several reviews appear to have overlooked Taylor•s 
intention that the book be a short introduction. Furthermore, Allen Wikgren•s 
charge that Taylor largely ignored P66 , P72 , and P75 misses the point of Taylor•s 
intention; also, Wikgren•s claim that the current flux in textual theory makes it 
11an inauspicious time to publish a general introduction to the subjectrr5 would 
1Ibid., p. 62. 2 tbid., p. 67. 3 Ibid. 1 P• 75. 
4However, it is difficult to understand how, after displaying the delicate 
blend of necessary subjective reasoning involved in his thirty-four examples of 
variant readings, Taylor can make a broadside charge against the subjective 
criticism apparent in other areas of New Testament studies as 11excessive, 11 and 
still conclude: 11Textual criticism is an objective scientific studyrr (p. 107). This 
section on variant readings is probably the strongest part of the book. But one 
wonders what final good it serves to whip up the spectre of 11an objective scientific 
studyrr in light of the widely divergent textual theories sti II competing with each 
other. That textual criticism is relatively more rrobjective 11 than some other areas 
of New Testament endeavor would be granted, but Taylor 1s oversimplification on 
this point would seem to confuse, rather than help, the student. 
5Review of The Text of the New Testament: A Short Introduction, Vincent 
Taylor, Theology Today, 19 (1962), 142. 
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discourage every previous and future effort if fully heeded. Those reviewers 
who appreciated the intended scope of the work were much kinder in their comments. 
For instance, C. L. Mitton thought that it achieved its limited purpose. In addition, 
he had this to say about Taylor: "Few scholars write from such a comprehensive 
knowledge of the New Testament, and few have so high a degree of that teach-
ing ski II which makes his books so orderly and clear. n 1 
Textual criticism has been a working tool of Taylor's throughout his career. 
His extended treatment of the textual problems behind Matthew 1:16 in 1920, 2 
his close attention to textual matters even when engaged in New Testament 
theology, and, most of all, the evidence on almost every page within his commentary 
on Mark--all these, including a consistent bias to give the Western family of texts 
more weight, 3 suggest Taylor's interest in this area. However, it must be said 
that Taylor does not consider himself most at home in this field. For the most 
part, Taylor follows the insights of Westcott and Hort as they have been refined 
by Streeter's and his own modifications. So that, in genera I, it would be fair to 
conclude that textual criticism is a tool which Taylor utilizes with skill and 
creativity, but that his work in this field should not be considered as one of 
his possible major contributions to New Testament studies. 
1Review of The Text of the New Testament: A Short Introduction, by 
Vincent Taylor, ET, 72 (1960-61}, 262. 
2 3 Cf. HEVB, pp. 105-114. Cf. GM, pp. 38-39. 
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7. Miscellaneous Writings 
All of Taylor's published books have now been interpretively described. 
[n addition, the majority of his periodical articles have been, or will be, brought 
into this study. Within the limits of these writings are to be found Taylor's 
possible contributions. However, Taylor has written, now and then, on various 
topics not centra I to his rna jor areas of endeavor. Therefore, without going into 
detail, it is useful to mention a few of these articles in order to insure fair treat-
ment to his efforts and to increase the foundation for the next chapter, which 
undertakes an assessment of Taylor's efforts. 
Although most of Taylor's work seems focused on the Synoptic Gospels, 
he has written a reasonable amount on John. [n each of his major writings the 
place of Johannine thought within the New Testament is given its due proportion 
of space and consideration. Also, Taylor wrote two articles1 in which he dealt 
with the peculiar interpretive process of Johannine thought and placed it within 
the context, cultural, linguistic, and thought, of its broader relationships with 
.N\andaean, pre-Gnostic, and Hermetic writings. Taylor is not overly impressed 
by the suggestion of Christianity's direct borrowing from such sources; rather he 
views Christianity's and, in particular, John's relationship as one of sharing the 
same religious and cultural milieu current in the world of that day. 
1nThe Psychology of the Johannine Christ-Testimonies, 11 Hibbert Journal, 
27 (1928-29), 123-137 and nThe Mandaeans and the Fourth Gospel," Hibbert 
Journa 1, 28 (1929-30), 531-546. 
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Necessary to understanding how Taylor handles some of the New Testament 
evidence are some of his critical views unmentioned up to this point. He regards 
Jude, II Peter, James, and the Pastoral Epistles as secondary witnesses to the faith 
of the primitive Christian community. Now and then they echo earlier strains of 
teaching, but for the most part, they stand outside the limits which Taylor sets 
for primitive teaching. 
1 
However, Taylor considers the case for Petrine authorship 
and a date of c. A. D. 63 to be reasonable for I Peter. 2 Mention has already been 
made that he considers Ephesians to be sufficiently Pauline for its evidence to rank 
with the other nine epistles. 3 
Taylor has pretty well confined his published writings to the specifics of 
New Testament studies, but on two occasions he did speak out concerning the issue 
of the Church's ministry. In the first statement of 1931, one can catch a glimpse 
of the Nonconformist in Taylor reacting to the Lambeth Conference's alleged 
"necessity" of the Historic Episcopate. Taylor's refutation is done kindly, but 
thoroughly. His viewpoint is sympathetically ecumenical, yet his opposition to 
the untenable position of the Historic Episcopate is absolutely clear. 4 Another 
time Taylor relied upon the findings of such men as Lightfoot, Westcott, Hort, 
Head lam, R. N. Flew, and K. Lake to support his own conclusion that Apostolic 
1cf. 11The Message of the Epistles: Second Peter and Jude, 11 ET, 45 {1933-
34), 437-441 and ANTT, pp. 43-49. 
2
cf. PCNTT, p. 80. 3cf. ANTT, p. 21; FR, p. 77n; and PCNTT, p. 34. 
4cf. "Reunion and Nonconformity,'r Hibbert Journal, 29 (1930-31), 595-
608. 
S . llh . "f" . . h h" f 1 uccess1on as no JUStl 1 cat1on 1n t e teac mg o Scripture. n 
All that remains in this chapter is to draw together the results of this 
survey covering Taylor•s writings on the New Testament before proceeding with 
an assessment of those labors. 
H. Findings from This Survey of Taylor1s 
Writings on the New Testament 
This selective, interpretive, and descriptive survey of Taylor 1s writings 
on the New Testament is ended. Already those topics tentatively judged to 
be the most possible rna jor contributions are apparent. 
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One effort has been selected as of undoubted contribution. That is Taylor•s 
commentary, The Gospel according to St. Mark. In view of the magnitude of 
this accomplishment, some would consider it sufficient to place Taylor among 
the foremost of contemporary New Testament scholars. However, in Taylor•s 
case, this is but one of many areas of concentration. 
Another group of writings, although achieving their purposes and even 
though competent pieces of scholarship, have been estimated as of lesser value 
as a possible contribution to this discipline (see earlier pp. 248-260, Chapter IV, 
Section G). This appraisal does not carry with it a negative judgment upon the 
quality of these efforts; it only suggests that the probability of Taylor1s major 
contributions lies elsewhere. 
1 "Living Issues in Biblical Scholarship: The Church and the Ministry, 11 
ET, 62 (1950-51), 273. 
There remain, then, five larger areas of possible, or even probable, 
contribution. The scope of Taylor's efforts, when seen within the complexity 
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of these five areas--source criticism, form-criticism, Soteriology, life of Jesus 
research, and Christology--is itself impressive. What remains is to set these areas, 
individually, into the context of the contemporary New Testament scene. The 
next chapter will focus upon what would appear to be Taylor's distinctive con-
tribution to each of these five topics, next, to suggest some evidence of the 
acceptance or rejection of Taylor's position, and, finally, in light of this 
procedure, to make an assessment of Vincent Taylor's major contributions to 
New Testament studies. 
CHAPTER V 
AN ASSESSMENT OF TAYLOR•s MAJOR CONTRIBUTIONS 
TO NEW TESTAMENT STUDIES 
Now that the survey of Taylor•s writings has been completed, there remains 
the task of examining five major areas within New Testament studies in order to 
assess the possibility of Taylor•s particular contribution to each area. These five 
have been shown to be the most probable areas of contribution, excluding Taylor•s 
fine commentary The Gospel according to St. Mark, which has already been judged 
to be a significant contribution. 
The method to be employed is to consider the ways in which the world of 
scholarship has responded to his suggestions, the criticisms raised, and Taylor•s 
defense of his conclusions. 
A. Synoptic Criticism 
It is difficult to assess just what is Taylor•s degree of creativity within this 
area. For example, writing in 1938 (prior to a great dea I of Taylor 1s productive 
effort), D. T. Rowlingson wrote: 11Aithough Taylor has done much independent 
critical work, especially evident in his analysis of recent German criticism, he is 
definitely Streeter•s disciple in source criticism ... l On the other hand, however, 
1 Donald Taggart Rowlingson, 11 Research in the Synoptic Gospels since 
1918 11 (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Boston University, 1938}, p. 67. 
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(and writing considerably later), C. F. D. Moule, in a review of Taylor•s commentary 
on .f'.Alrk, concluded: 11This review cannot do justice to his source-analysis which 
is highly complex and in which lies, probably, his most characteristic and most 
original contribution. 111 However, a decision on this matter is not necessary to 
our study at this point. What is significant is that Taylor•s efforts in Synoptic 
criticism, if they be derivative or highly original, have been of considerable 
magnitude. 
Although Taylor•s primary emphasis on source criticism was during the earlier 
part of his scholarly career, he did not abandon it when he took up other New 
Testament topics. Reflecting on this in 1959 Taylor commented that, 11while grate-
ful for the new insights gained through Form-criticism, I did not lose my interest 
in source-criticism •••• "2 In another place, during that same year, Taylor 
justified his own reemphasis upon the problems of source criticism with these words: 
For something like a generation the earlier interest in 
literary criticism, so virile during the latter part of the 
nineteenth century and the opening decades of the 
twentieth, has abated owing to the competing claims of 
Form Criticism, New Testament Theology, Typology, and 
existentialist assessments of the Gospel tradition. These 
newer and fruitful interests are not to be regretted and it 
was perhaps necessary that the well ti lied fields of literary 
criticism should lie fallow for a time. Nevertheless, it 
seems necessary, without neglecting the later disciplines, 
to return to the study of the older problems and to consider 
how far they are capable of a solution. 3 
1c. F. D. Moule, Review of The Gospel according to St. Mark, by Vincent 
Taylor, JTS, 4 (1953), 69. 
211Mi lestones in Books, 11 p. 233. 311The Original Order of Q, 11 p. 246. 
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In the same way, it is necessary for our study of Taylor to return to two possible 
areas of contribution--the Proto-Luke hypothesis and the Q hypothesis--to estimate 
something of the present standing of Taylor's suggestions in those areas. We begin 
with Proto-Luke. 
1. The Proto-Luke Hypothesis 
It is necessary now to pick up the discussion of the Proto-Luke hypothesis 
near the point where it was left within Chapter IV. At that time only the general 
outlines of the theory itself and some possible intimations of its possible value for 
Gospel criticism were presented. What has occurred in the interim? 
a) The Reaction to the Theory 
If Taylor had desired to avoid controversy, he never would have made his 
independent nsecondu to Streeter's proposed Proto-Luke hypothesis. However, what 
might have been his attitude in developing this theory could relate to some words: 
spoken later and in another connection, but directly relevant. Taylor proposed that 
nno critic is worth his salt who is not prepared to be found mistaken ... l It so 
happened that there were several critics of the proposed Proto-Luke theory who 
intended to indicate that it was a mistaken venture. 
(l) Objections to the Theory 
The first reaction to Taylor's book, Behind the Third Gospel, came in a 
review by W. K. Lowther Clarke. While the reception to the Proto-Luke hypothesis 
111 Unsolved New Testament Problems: The Apocalyptic Discourse of Mark 
XII I, II ET I 60 (1948-49) I 95. 
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started off with one victory--Clarke conceded to "accepting the position in the 
maintt 1--yet, he held some reservations concerning the method of arguing back-
ward from the Passion narrative and both Streeter's and Taylor's somewhat arbitrary 
dismissal of what could be merely Markan editorial modification in favor of the 
2 Proto- Luke theory. 
The next foe was to be the most formidable. The man called by B. H. 
Streeter Proto-Luke's "most redoubtable opponent 11 was Prof. J. M. Creed of 
Cambridge. 3 Creed made at least three forays against the theory. 
The first, and mildest, criticism of the hypothesis by Creed came in his 
review of Taylor's book in 1927. Admiration was expressed for Taylor's fine treat-
ment of the Passion narrative as the nmost valuable and the most cogent chapter 
in the book. 114 But of the remainder, Creed had less use for. His basic criticism 
at this point was that, since the trjourney narrative•r (Lk. 9:51-18:14)5 is almost 
1w. K. Lowther Clarke, Review of Behind the Third Gospel, by Vincent 
Taylor, Theology, 12-13 (1926), 47. 
21bido 1 PP• 47-48. 
3B. H. Streeter, "Modern Criticism and the Synoptic Gospels, 11 Modern 
Churchman, 24 (1934-35}, 437-438. 
4J. M. Creed, Review of Behind the Third Gospel, by Vincent Taylor, 
JTS, 28 (1926-27) I 199-200. 
5Actually, rrjourney narrativerr or "travel document'r are misnomers, as has 
been for some time recognized; furthermore, under the Proto-Luke theory, Lk. 9:51-
18:14 is not considered as the 11greater interpolation,n since Mark is not considered 
to be the framework for this section of Luke. 
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two-thirds of the proposed Proto-Luke, Creed called attention to the nattenuated 11 
appearance of Proto-Luke. In addition, Mark provided the clue for the journey 
sequence (Mk. 10:1, 17, and 32) into which Luke could very well have fitted his 
non-Markan material without disturbing the Marken sequence. 1 
Perhaps Creed's most trenchant criticism of Proto-Luke was his relative 
disdain with which he practically ignored the hypothesis in his commentary on 
Luke, except for his incisive charges leveled at it, and those mostly in the form 
of a footnote. 2 His basic charge was that Proto-Luke minus Mark 11 leaves an amor-
phous collection of narrative and discourse the greater part of which is thrown with-
out intelligible reason into the unsuitable form of a 'travel document' (ix. 52-
xviii. ). 113 Next, Creed objected that Lk. 3:1-4:30 was a Marken section in contrast 
to Taylor's opinion. Further, Creed hedged a bit in conceding that some Q + L 
material might have been already combined, but his emphasis was that Mark should 
be considered as the determinative factor throughout Luke. Finally, Creed charged 
that the Passion narrative reflected the influence of Mark as the basic source into 
which Luke fitted his special material, not vice versa as the Proto-Luke theory 
would hold. 
Creed's third negative critique of the theory centered specifically on the 
Passion narrative. He said: 11As Taylor recognizes, the Lucan Passion narrative 
ltbid. I PP• 200-201. 
2 John Martin Creed, The Gospel according to St. Luke {London: Macmi lion 
& Co., Ltd., 1930), pp. 1viii, n., lxiv, 86, 140,253,262, and 274. 
31bid., footnote on p. lviii. 
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is the crucial point on which the Proto-Luke theory must make its footing good." 1 
The burden of this article is the same as the previous ones, lv\ark lies behind the 
Lukan material throughout the Third Gospel. He does note, however, that both 
B. S. Easton and T. W • .Manson accept the non-lv\arkan view of Luke's Passion narra-
tive. 2 It would be well to quote Creed's claim in order to present fairly his argument. 
Throughout chs. 22-24 Luke seems to me to be himself 
reshaping the familiar lv\arcan story, softening its harsh 
features, smoothing out improbabilities, and working in 
both traditions he has heard and the imaginings of his 
own mind, perhaps without a clear knowledge as to 
when he was reproducing and when he was creating. 3 
When Taylor later replied to this overall claim, Creed came back with a rejoinder 
that Lk. 23:3-- 11And Pilate asked him, 'Are you the King of the Jews?' and he 
answered him, 'You have said so. ' 11--was not an "enrichment" to Luke's account, 
but rather "the necessary connexionn and 1'an integra I part of the structure 
1 J. M. Creed I 11Some Outstanding New Testament Problems:: II. I L' and 
the Structure of the Lucan Gospel:. A Study of the Proto-Luke Hypothesis, 11 ET, 
46 (1934-35), 103. 
2 tbid. 
3tbid., p. 105. It would seem legitimate to inject at this point one 
negative reaction to Creed's statement just quoted. Despite his antipathy to 
the Proto-Luke theory, it seems quite apparent that his theory of Luke's lack 
of reliability for the events of the Passion narrative sacrifices too much just 
to refute the concept of an earlier account of the Passion sequence, which almost 
all the critics, even the form-critics (for example, Dibelius' Die Formgeschichte 
des Evangeliums /f9597, p. 287), admit to have been likely the oldest and best 
attested pieces or the -primitive Church's historical memories. 
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of the narrative. 111 
Such was the nature of Creed's charges against the theory. It wi II promote 
a better perspective, if other objectors are listed and the nature of their criticisms 
indicated before observing Taylor's defense against these negative reactions. 
J. W. Hunkin concentrated upon the lukan section of 3:1-4:30. He 
suggested that, rather than Proto-luke being the basis of this segment, luke re-
wrote Mark and worked in his Q + L discourse material. 2 Furthermore, he felt 
that such a rewriting would have been necessary, since "the lukan material is too 
polished to rank alongside Mark's naivete. 113 
With some variation most of the subsequent charges follow along the lines 
of those already mentioned. Some significant books like Scott4 and Enslin5 
passed over the whole Proto-luke theory with only slight allusion to it, but in a 
definite negative assessment. 
Taking a sounding of the status of Synoptic criticism from 1918-1938, 
D. T. Rowlingson, in reference to Proto-Luke, said: "Most critics, however, 
1 J. M. Creed, 11The Supposed 'Proto-Lucan' Narrative of the Trial before 
Pilate:: A Rejoinder, 11 ET, 46 (1934-35), 379. 
2 J. W. Hunkin, 11The Composition of the Third Gospel, with Special 
Reference to Canon Streeter's Theory of Proto-luke, u JTS, 28 (1926-27), 260-261. 
31bid. 1 P• 262. 
4Ernest Findlay Scott, The literature of the New Testament (New York: 
Columbia University Press, 1932), pp. 83-84. 
5Morton Scott Enslin, Christian Beginnings (New York: Harper & Brothers 
Pub I ishers, 1938), pp. 406-407. 
are frankly skeptical about the hypothesis. n 1 Further, speaking for himself, he 
frankly doubted that Streeter and Taylor had been convincing in their argument 
for a non-Markan source of the Lukan Passion story , 2 and, then, in what was 
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perhaps slightly overstated, he concluded: "The theory of a Proto-Luke is wholly 
unwarranted and unsupported by the phenomena of Luke's Gospel. 113 However, 
this opinion was later modified to a ttperhaps 11 for the Proto-Luke theory in 1956; 
nevertheless, Rowlingson continued to hold that Luke bui It on uMark's framework 
and the Q source • • • • n4 
C. S. Petrie reiterated several of the points brought out by Creed, 
particularly the "deficiencies 11 of Proto-Luke for the Galilean period and both 
Streeter's and Taylor's method of 11backing into the Proto-Luke theory 11 by 
beginning with a consideration of the Passion narrative. 5 
Six other significant dissenters can be mentioned briefly. S. Maclean 
Gilmour argued that Proto-Luke uscarcely maintains itself as a complete gospel. 116 
And then somewhat prematurely, it would seem, he declared: 11The hypothesis that 
a 'Proto-Luke' constituted the framework of his gospel volume may be dismissed. u 7 
1Rowlingson, "Research in the Synoptic Gospels since 1918, 11 p. 92. 
2 tbid. 1 P• 112. 31bid. 1 P• 119 o 
4oonald T. Rowlingson, Introduction to New Testament Study (New York: 
The Macmillan Company, 1956), p. 71. 
5c. S. Petrie, 11The Proto-Luke Hypothesis, 11 ET, 54 (1942-43), 173-175. 
6s. Maclean Gilmour, 11The Gospel according to St. Luke, 11 IB, VIII, 17. 
7Ibid., p. 18. For a similar dismissal of Proto-Luke as a "complete Gospe1 11 
and the charge that Lk. 3:-1-4:-30 is also Markan, cf. Gilmour, 11A Critical Re-
exani'iii'Ction of Proto-Luke, 11 Journal of Biblical Literature, 67 (1948), 143-152. 
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Conzelmann•s comments left no doubt to how he viewed the theory. He flatly 
rejected it. 1 James Price, surveying the pulse of criticism in 1961, declared 
that Proto-Luke 11has not commended itself to the majority. 112 Also, three other 
opinions could be almost considered tantamount to rejection. One could consider 
William Manson, The Gospel of Luke, 3 as favorable, but it is much closer to being 
noncommittal. McNeile 1s Introduction (revised by C. S. C. Williams, 1953) 
might be labeled a ••qualified possibility •• .4 A. R. C. Leaneis recent work, 
A Commentary on the Gospel according to St. Luke, 5 is a semi-rejection of the 
Proto-Luke theory. None of the last cited works are any too clear on this topic; 
some, perhaps, intentionally so. 
Because of the time lapse since the appearance of Taylor•s work in back-
ing up and independently reworking the Proto-Luke theory, it has been possible 
to give a reasonable amount of critical reaction to it. Unfortunately, this degree 
of discussion surpasses what wi II be available for Taylor•s efforts on later topics, 
especially on Christology. Nevertheless, in the case of the Proto-Luke hypothesis, 
1 Cf. Hans Conzelmann, The Theology of St. Luke, tr. Geoffrey Buswell 
(New York: Harper & Brothers Publishers, 1960), pp. 22n., 54-55, 60n., 73n., 
and 125-126. 
2 James L. Price, Interpreting the New Testament (New York: Holt, 
Rinehart and Winston, 1961), p. 214. 
3uThe Moffatt New Testament Commentary. 11 London: Hodder and 
Stoughton, Ltd., 1930, pp. xix-xx. 
4 Cf. p. 62. 
5 11 Harper 1s New Testament Commentaries. 11 New York: Harper & Brothers 
Publishers, 1958, pp. 32-33. 
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sufficient criticisms have been presented to indicate some of its points of vulner-
ability; but, rather than take them up now, it wi II be more productive to record 
Taylor•s defense of the theory, and, after that, a better perspective will have 
been created for treating some of the continuing points of vulnerability. 
(2) Taylor•s Defense of the Theory 
Although Streeter first propounded the Proto-Luke hypothesis, he has been 
less active in its subsequent refinement and defense than Vincent Taylor. However, 
Streeter did not, by any means, merely originate the theory and then leave it. 
Therefore, it will put Taylor•s own defense of the theory into proper perspective, 
if we first consider a few of Streeter's subsequent articles. 
It is well to recall that Streeter•s original statement of this hypothesis 
considered Proto-Luke a 11 complete Gospe1, 11 whose author, Luke, wrote it c. 
A. D. 60. 1 Writing in The Four Gospels, Streeter referred to his discovery as 
11a kind of 1 Gospel.•u2 This subtle qualification is somewhat more evident, when, 
in 1930, he wrote: 11 Die Schrift 'Ur-Lukas• ist noch kein Evangelium im 
biographischen Sinne, aber sie ist die naturliche Zwischenstufe in der Entwichlung 
des biographischen Evangelientypus. rr3 The outcome of this gentle movement was 
in the direction of Taylor's stand in Behind the Third Gospel; for, in 1934, Streeter 
1B. H. Streeter, 11Fresh Light on the Synoptic Problem,rr pp. 105-112. 
2 P. 208. 
3Burnett Hillman Streeter, 11Die Ur-Lukas Hypothese, II Theologische 
Studi en und Kri ti ken, 1 02 (1930}, 338-339. 
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then referred to Proto-Luke as 11SO to speak, a first draft. ul However, this gradual 
lessening of his insistence that Proto-Luke was a 11 complete Gospelu did in no 
sense indicate any basic change. Consequently, Streeter reflected: JJLapse of time 
has enhanced my belief that the Proto-luke theory, in some form or another, is 
on the right lines. u2 
One point should be noted. Streeter indirectly criticized Taylor•s presenta-
tion of the theory. In its amplification by Taylor, the theory, according to Streeter, 
has been strengthened, 11though, to the mind of some critics, he has weakened the 
case in its larger issues by over-elaboration of points of detait.n3 To this point, 
we will return later. Right now, what was Taylor•s defense to criticisms of the 
Proto-Luke theory? 
While chronological approaches are often not the best procedure, in this 
case it should indicate Taylor•s evolving position better than jumping around within 
a considerable extent of rebuttal material. 
You will recall Taylor•s insistence that rrProto-Luke is a draft and not a 
final Gospel ,'.4 which was specified in both Behind the Third Gospel and The 
First Draft of St. Luke 1s Gospel. In this regard, he was less open to criticism than 
Streeter. 
Taylor reacted to the charge that the structure of Luke•s Passion narrative 
was the 11sheet anchor11 of the Proto-Luke hypothesis (see earlier p. 72 and p. 73 ). 
1 B. H. Streeter, 11Modern Criticism and the Synoptic Gospels, 11 Modern 
Churchman, 24 (1934-35}, 441. 
2rbid. 3 tbid., p. 437. 4 FDLG, p. 9. 
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Instead, Taylor would prefer to hold that "the 'sheet anchor' is rather the relative 
disposition of Marken and non-Markan matter within the Third Gospel, the secondary 
character of the Marken sections, and the homogeneity and apparent unity of the 
non-Markan material. n 1 
However, despite Taylor's disclaimer, it should be pointed out that both 
he and Streeter approach the Proto-Luke hypothesis ~the basis of the Passion 
narrative. Hence, the way Taylor bridges the backward gap to the rest of Luke's 
Gospel is to say that nantecedent probability strongly favours the theory that the 
Passion narrative is the sequel to the source to which the seven non-Markan sec-
tions also belong. n2 Moreover, even if the Passion narrative could be fully estab-
lished as basically non-Markan, which is possible, yet the supposed coherence to 
the movement of thought within Taylor's reconstructed Proto-Luke loses much of 
its force, if the real movement of its story is seen to reside primarily with the 
Passion narrative. What is left then are alternating strips of Marken and non-Markan 
material, but it would posit no 11antecedent probabi lityn forward that this collection 
of discourse and narrative presupposes anything like a u:first draft" of a Gospel. 
So, whether or not Taylor is willing to admit it, the whole structure of the Proto-
Luke theory begins with the Passion narrative (BTG 1 Chapter II), and it is upon 
that basis that the remainder of the Third Gospel is considered (BTG, Chapters lll 
1
"The Proto-Luke Hypothesis: A Reply to Dr. W. K. Lowther Clarke's 
Queries," Theology, 14 (1927) 1 73. 
2BTG, p. 176. 
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and IV). This does not necessarily refute the theory itself, but it does suggest 
validity to the charge by both Clarke and Creed against both Streeter and Taylor. 
Taylor defended himself against J. W. Hunkin's charge that Mark provided 
the primary source for the Third Gospel. To the contrary, Taylor maintained that 
Proto-Luke as the basis of the Gospel answers best the many open questions which 
persist when Mark is regarded as that source. For instance, both the absence of 
Mk. 6:45-8:26 (the 11 Great Omission 11) in Luke and Luke's different sequence for 
parallel versions of the same incidents point toward the greater probability of 
Proto-Luke as the foundation into which was fitted the Marken material as 11a 
later stratum. ul 
In another place, Taylor defended the hypothesis by claiming that the 
Proto-Luke theory does not depend on either the Two or Four Document hypothesis 
nor upon any particular view of the rrcomposition and nature of Q. 112 Further, 
Taylor stated that even an oral theory of Q would suffice. 
To some extent, this is a fair reaction; but, then again, it neglects a fairly 
important aspect of the approach Taylor himself made to the Proto-Luke theory. 
Petrie has pointed out an inconsistency here in Taylor's progression of argument. 
Taylor first declared in his Introduction to Behind the Third Gospel: 11The Proto-
Luke Theory is not really dependent upon any views we form of Q or other early 
luis the Proto-Luke Hypothesis Sound?, 11 JTS, 29 (1928}, 154. 
2 11The Synoptic Gospels, and Some Recent British Criticism," Journal of 
Religion, 8 (1938), 235. 
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documents such as M and L. There is an advantage in assuming, as a basis of 
inquiry, orthodox views concerning ~rk and Q. 111 Then, as also was the case 
with Streeter, Taylor discussed a great dea I of the Proto-Luke theory before he 
undertook to elaborate the limits of Q. However, having used a working version 
of Q throughout pages 1-143, when Taylor took up the topic Q itself, he 
declared: 11The discussion of St. Luke's use of Q is indispensable, as preliminary 
to the consideration of any 'specia I source' embedded in the Third Gospel. 112 
Therefore, what was previously 11not dependent 11 upon of a view of Q was later 
seen to be 11indispensable. u3 This confusing situation, it would seem, is somewhat 
clarified in Taylor1s efforts to establish the Q hypothesis more firmly. This is a 
future topic. 
Reaching a plateau of debate, Taylor appended a section to The Formation 
of the Gospel Tradition, which drew together his rebuttals against the various 
criticisms of the theory. He dealt again with Creed's, Hunkin's, and Clarke 1s 
criticisms. He also included mention of Bussmann•s similar approach to the problem; 
however, ultimately, Bussmann•s complex source theory ends up as 11an extension 
of the Ur-Markus hypothesis. 114 Then looking back over the criticisms leveled 
against the Proto-Luke theory, Taylor concluded: 11(t is hardly too much to say 
that so far the opposition has not proved to be more than a matter of isolated raids 
1 BTG, p. vi. 2rbid. 1 P• 144. 
3cf. C. S. Petrie, 1'The Proto-Luke Hypothesis, 11 p. 173. 
4 FGT I p. 200. 
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and attack on outposts. 111 Furthermore, within his form-critical study itself, Taylor 
has said this of the theory of an independent Passion narrative: 11The hypothesis 
of an independent Lukan Passion Story appears to me to be lifted above the realms 
of mere conjecture as much as any source-hypothesis is ever likely to be. 112 Clearly, 
the criticism had little dimmed his enthusiasm for Proto-Luke. 
Taylor lamented the fact that British research was so slow, yet, in 1938, 
he surveyed the scene and reported his impression that "in Great Britain consider-
able agreement has been reached as regards the essential soundness of Streeter•s 
Proto-Luke Hypothesis •••• 113 This would coincide with Streeter•s 1934 observe-
tion: 11The Proto-Luke theory has met with a wide acceptance among English 
4 
scholars. 11 
In subsequent years, although the criticisms of Proto-Luke diminished 
considerably, Taylor•s defense continued. He claimed that Luke, 11the most his-
torically minded of the Evangelists, abandons the linch-pins of the Markan 
structure 11 in Lk. 3::1-9:50. 5 In addition, he called in for support on the non-
1Ibid. 1 P• 199. 
2Ibid., p. 52. Similar sentiments were expressed by Taylor in 11Professor 
J. M. Creed and the Proto-Luke Hypothesis, 11 ET, 46 (1934-35), 236-238; 
11Professor Creed•s Rejoinder, .. ET, 46 (1934-35), 379; and 11 Some Outstanding 
New Testament Problems: Epilogue, rr ET, 47 (1935-36), 72-76. 
3uAfter Fifty Years: I. The Gospel and the Gospels, 11 p. 8. 
4 J•Modern Criticism and the Synoptic Gospels," p. 437. 
511The Proto-Luke Hypothesis: A Rejoinder,rr ET, 54 (1942-43), 222. 
Markan basis of the apocalyptic discourse in Lk. 21:20-37 both A. M. Perry 1 
and T. W. Manson. 2 
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In 1955 Taylor made a fuller reconsideration of the theory, and this time 
he responded positively to some of the criticisms raised against Proto-Luke. Indeed, 
he theorized: 11 lt is, of course, rare that any hypothesis persists in the form in which 
it was originally stated, and it is affectation on the part of its promoters to think 
otherwise •••• n3 With that concession made, he offered these modifications: 
(1) 11 Some form of Q + L existed earlier than the composition 
of Luke. n4 
(2) Taylor assigns the Lukan Passion narrative argument a 
ustrong force, ll (yet, he does not imply here that it is 
11 lifted above conjecture") and it has not been disproved. 
(3) The non-Markan source of Lk. 21:20-36 11may or may not 
have belonged to Proto-Luke. n5 
(4) 11 lt is possible that a somewhat greater use of Mark should 
be allowed for than supporters of the Proto-Luke Hypothesis 
have admitted. rr6 
(5) Finally, he reiterated again that the gap in Proto-Luke 
prior to Lk. 22:14 is its rrgreatest weakness. 117 
1The Sources of Luke 1s Passion Narrative (Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press, 1920). 
2The Sayings of Jesus (2d ed.; London: SCM Press, Ltd., 1949), pp. 26-
28. Here Manson basically supports the Proto-Luke theory and agrees with Taylor•s 
view of Las an oral source. Cf. Taylor, 11Mark•s Use of Gospel Tradition, 11 p. 32 
for these references to Perry and Manson. 
3ulmportant Hypotheses Reconsidered: I. The Proto-Luke Hypothesis," 
ET I 67 (1955-56) I 16. 
41bid. 51bid. 
61bid., p. 15. And Taylor specified passages where Markan influence 
should noW'be conceded: Lk. 3:3-16, some part of 6:13-19, maybe in 22:39-40, 
46, 50-53a, and 23:18-25. 
71bid. 1 P• 16. 
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However, when viewed against the broader scope of his claims for Proto-Luke, 
these are minor concessions and do not amount to major revisions within his overall 
theory. 
Finally, in defending the theory, Taylor professed continuing support for 
its basic foundation. Writing in a 1960 ttNoten appended to the ninth edition of 
The Gospels, he said: 11A renewed study of the hypothesis has confirmed my belief 
in its soundness. JJ 1 And significantly, in only the past year Taylor has once again 
confirmed his confidence in the Proto-Luke theory. He accepts the criticism of 
over-precision on his part in trying to define Proto-Luke, but he affirms it was a 
u:first draft 11 on which Luke drew to compose the Third Gospel. 2 
Thus, we have come full circle. Taylor has been chastened in the reaction 
to his refinement and support of Streeter's original hypothesis, but Taylor is still 
holding to a modified version of the original theory, which has only changed in 
minor degree. Perhaps, he is not alone in recognizing possibilities in this 
explanation for the problem of the relationship between Luke and Mark. There-
fore, before this survey of the Taylor's possible contribution in this area is 
completed, it might be well to summarize concisely some of the positive recep-
tion that has been accorded to the Proto-Luke hypothesis. 
1G, p. 43. However, he did go on to modify further sections which might 
have more Markan influence than first indicated. These would be: Lk. 6: 17-19; 
possibly 22:39, 47, 66 (?}, 69, 71; 23:33; and 24:1-3. 11This admission would 
not destroy the hypothesis, but it would go far to meet the claims of its opponents 
who contend that Mark supplies the framework of the Lukan Passion Narrative." 
2 11 Gospel of Luke,n IDB, Ill, 185. 
(3) Favorable Acceptance of the Theory 
Taylor's most recent discussion of the Proto-Luke hypothesis suggested 
that the theory had met with "wide acceptance. n 1 It is certainly a part of 
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estimating the possible contribution of Taylor's efforts in supporting the Proto-Luke 
theory to indicate something of its positive reception by representative New Testa-
ment scholars. 
In 1928 Taylor cited the following men as sympathetic supporters of the 
hypothesis:: F. C. Burkitt, A. S. Peake, A. H. McNeile, H. G. Wood, J. V. 
Bartlet, W. K. L. Clarke, H. T. Andrews, W. F. Howard, and G. S. Duncan. 2 
Most of this support is from an earlier era. What of the more recent period'? 
F. C. Grant's The Growth of the Gospels appeared the same year as Taylor's 
work on form-criticism; Grant's work was equally aware of the form-critical method. 
Nevertheless, in undertaking the necessary study of Luke's literary relationship 
to Mark, Grant concluded: "I am strongly convinced of the fundamental correctness 
of Streeter's hypothesis ••• , the combination of Q and L to form 'Proto-Luke' • 
• • • "
3 Furthermore, what appeared to Grant in 1933 as "an assured result of 
recent study of the Gospel of Luke that it is not a new edition of Mark, but an 
11bid. 
2uThe Synoptic Gospels, and Some Recent British Criticism, 11 pp. 237-238. 
3Frederick C. Grant, The Growth of the Gospels (New York: Abingdon 
Press, 1933), p. 9. Grant supported the view of Las a document (with Streeter's 
and against Taylor's view), and, while he, subsequently, developed a more 
complex "multiple source theory ,'r nevertheless, in regards to the Third Gospel, 
he claimed that his nis only a further refinement of the one already set forth, and 
to my mind established, by Hawkins, Easton, Streeter, Taylor, and Weiss. 11 
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independent work ••• , n 1 was reaffirmed in 1957/ although then Grant desired 
to regard Luke's copy of L, amplified by Q, as in the nature of "the contents of 
Luke's notebook, 11 which Luke, then, combined with further Q material and with 
Mark. 3 Clearly, Grant's views are not far removed from Taylor's concept of 
Proto-Luke as a 11fi rst draft. 11 
One area of the Proto-Luke hypothesis demands specific explanation: 
this is the subject of the Passion narrative. [t has already been shown, despite 
Taylor's attempted disclaimer, how integral this section is to the entire theory. 
However, the support for a non-Markan basis to Luke's Passion narrative is mixed. 
One group of scholars support the possibility of some form of a Proto-Luke 
theory in so far as it relates to the Passion narrative. Mention has already been 
made concerning some early intimations of this conclusion (see earlier, pp. 70-
72 ); but the name of A. M. Perry stands out as a significant pivotal point in this 
discussion. Although his The Sources of Luke's Passion Narrative {1920) appeared 
prior to the Proto-Luke hypothesis, his conclusions as to the basic non-Markan 
character of that section of the Third Gospel were taken up by Taylor and utilized 
in Taylor's own presentation of the theory. However, Perry's specific conclusion 
was that the non-Markan nature of the Passion narrative did not accord with the 
libido I P• 169. 
2Frederick C. Grant, The Gospels: Their Origin and Their Growth {New 
York: Harper & Brothers, 1957), p. 129. This is a reworked edition of Grant's 
previously cited book. 
31bid. 1 P• 119. 
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style of the remainder of the Gospel, specifically with Lk. 9:51-18:14, 1 rather. 
it constituted a separate source stratum. This indirect support of the then non-
existent theory was later made more positive. Writing in 1951, Perry said in 
reference to Proto-Luke that "the theory has much to commend it ••• , n2 plus 
he went on to admit that nmost of Luke's non-Marcan materials were combined in 
a 'Proto-Luke' before Mark was incorporated with them. u 3 So Perry's support 
would be much the same as F. C. Grant's, who also denied the Passion narrative 
4 
as L material, but who, however, went on to endorse the Proto-Luke theory. 
Further indirect support for the non-Markan basis of Luke's Passion narrative 
is to be seen in Bussmann's work. [t points to the non-Markan basis of that account, 
but, following a discussion of that Proto-Lukan hypothesis, Bussmann concluded: 
"Fur eine Ausgabe eines Proto Iukas beweisen sie gar nichts. 115 Taylor admits that, 
ultimately, his and Bussmann's explanations for this piece of Synoptic data 11are 
independent and mutually exclusive, 116 but some measure of agreement exists that 
Mark was not the basis of that account. Likewise, Schurmann 's 1953 intensive 
examination of a .part of this section of material (Lk. 22:7-38) is held by Taylor, 
and reasonably so, to add support to the basic contention of Proto-Luke. 7 
1 Perry, The Sources • • • , pp. 100-101 and 1 05-l 06. 
2A. M. Perry, 11The Growth of the Gospels, 11 IB, Vll, 66. 3rbid., p. 67. 
4Grant, The Growth of the Gospels, pp. 12-13. 
5Bussmann, Ill, 137. 6GM, pp. 71-72. 
7cf. Heinz Schurmann, 110er Paschamahlbericht," I. Teil of Einer 
Quellenkritischen Untersuchung des Lukanischen Abendmahlsberichte51l<.' 22:7-38 
(Munster: A;schendorffsche, 1953). 
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[n this connection a seemingly unrelated conclusion by Taylor on the Gospel 
of Mark would appear to buttress Taylor•s position. [n that commentary, Taylor 
surprised some by concluding that Mark•s Passion narrative was compiled from two 
strata of tradition. Of these two (contrary to what one would have expected from 
Taylor), 11A 11 was the basic source, non-Semitic (possibly Roman) in character; 
but 11B11 was Semitic (Petrine?) and used to supplement "A ... l From this, Taylor 
concluded: 11 Jt implies that almost at once primitive Christianity began to tell the 
story of the Cross in the interests of worship, teaching, defence, and doctrine, rr 
(and here is the significance of Taylor 1s point), 11and that before Mark wrote the 
account had attained a written form. By the aid of his special tradition, the 
Evangelist carried forward a process which had already begun. n2 Taylor did not 
draw out these implications in relation to the Proto-luke hypothesis, but they are 
self-evident. 
Two striking independent substantiations of Taylor•s division of Mark1s 
Passion story into two strata have been advanced. Buse took Taylor•s conclusions 
and applied them to a study of John 1s Passion sequence, called the result "a 
striking confirmation of Principal Taylor 1s analysis, u 3 and, although John did not 
have the whole Gospel of Mark before him, he did have knowledge of one (or more) 
of Mark 1s sources for the Passion. 4 Sydney Temple followed a similar procedure 
1 Cf. GM, pp. 653-664. 21bid. I p. 664. 
31vor Buse, "St. John and the Marean Passion Narrative, 11 New Testament 
Studies, 4 (1957-58), 219. 
41bid. 
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to the end that he suggested that both Luke and John had para lie I but independent 
sources comparable to Mark•s 11A, 11 that Luke (but not John) had a parallel source 
to Mark•s 11 B, II and that this parallel of Luke 1S (Luke 11A11 ) to Mark 1s nArr could 
1 
have come from the source Q. Furthermore, Buse made another investigation 
along the same lines, and came out to a conclusion along Proto-Lukan lines: 
The deadlock in the study of the Lucan Passion Narrative 
may be broken by this discovery that some of the so-called 
Marean material in Luke came to Mark out of a Passion 
Source which was known to Luke before he handled the 
Gospe I according to St. Mark. 2 
That Taylor•s work on Mark 1s Passion story, coupled with these conclusions of Buse•s 
and Temple 1s1point toward further confirmatory evidence for the Proto-Luke hypoth-
esis would seem to be a valid observation. 
When in 1956 Taylor reconsidered Proto-Luke, he mentioned the support 
of some notable New Testament critics. 3 Bacon 4 is called into the discussion, as 
1sydney Temple, 11Two Traditions of the Last Supper, Betrayal, and Arrest," 
New Testament Studies, 7 (1960-61), pp. 77-85. However, it should be noted 
that, seemingly, the consensus would hold that Q did not have a Passion narrative. 
If this were so, then the assignment of this stratum to Proto-Luke would be a 
reasonable conclusion based upon the same investigation. 
21vor Buse, 11 St. John and the Passion Narratives of St. Matthew and St. 
luke, 11 New Testament Studies, 7 (1960-61), 76. 
3cf. 11 lmportant Hypotheses Reconsidered: I. The Proto-Luke Hypothesis," 
pp. 12-16. 
4Benjamin Wisner Bacon, Studies in Matthew (New York: H. Holt and 
Co. , 1930), p. 505. Bacon, however, attributed the Proto-Luke theory to Pau I 
Feine not Streeter. 
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was F. C. Grant and W. F. Howard. 1 Surprisingly, Taylor listed even Bultmann 1s 
approval. 2 Added to this is the more specific support of Joachim Jeremias. 3 
Although more scholarly support could be added to this account, 4 here 
as before the intention is to indicate representative significance, not to exhaust 
the topic. However, enough positive reception to the Proto-luke hypothesis has 
been indicated to substantiate, at least partially, Taylor1s claim of nwide accept-
once. 11 How that theory would appear to stand in 1963 is the topic of our next 
section. 
b) The Present Status of the 
Proto-Luke Hypothesis 
Two tentative conclusions wi II be drawn in this section: one has to do with 
Taylor•s possible contribution to New Testament studies through his independent 
study and defense of Proto-Luke; the other is a judgment hazarded as to the status 
1cf. W. F. Howard, "A Survey of New Testament Studies During Half a 
Century':"l901-50, 11 london Quarterly and Holborn Review, 21 (1952), 6-16. 
Howard stated: "It seems to me that the main arguments of Streeter and his hench-
man, Dr. Vincent Taylor, have never been successfully refuted" (p. 11). 
2cf. Rudolf Bultmann, Die Geschichte des synoptischen Tradition (2nd ed.; 
1931), pp. 284, 290, 292f., and 302f. 
3The Eucharistic Words of Jesus, tr. Arnold Ehrhardt (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 
1955), pp. 69-70. Jeremias calls the lukan account of the last Supper an uinde-
pendent narrative, 11 and he says: 11 ( feel certain that Luke incorporated Mark•s 
material into his own and not vice versarr (p. 69n. ). Also cf. 11Perikopen-
Umstellungen bei lukas?, 11 New Testament Studies, 4 (1957-58), 115-119. 
4For example, Redlich 1s The Studentrs Introduction to the Synoptic Gospels, 
pp. 100-106. 
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of that hypothesis in 1963. 
Whether or not the ultimate decision of critical opinion is for or against 
the Proto-Luke hypothesis, and even though Streeter, not Taylor, originally 
propounded it, it would appear justified to conclude that Taylor's valuable 
amplification of the Proto-luke theory and his spirited defense of it throughout 
the years has been, in its own way, a contribution to New Testament studies. 
For, although the hypothesis may not have won undivided critical support, its 
very detailed and creative explication has brought to light several significant 
conclusions concerning the complex relationships which exist between Mark and 
Luke. Furthermore, and although some would dispute this, it would seem that 
the preponderance of modern scholarship is willing to consider something like a 
Q + L basis for Luke's Gospel, even if it was only one of several sources, along 
with Mark, which Luke used in the formation of that story (Lk. 1:-1 ). Moreover, 
if forced to choose between an Ur-Markus or Proto-luke as an explanation for 
the Third Gospel's paradoxica I usage of the Marken source, enough scholars 
have chosen to accept Proto-Luke as the better working hypothesis. In fact, 
the very existence of a lucidly worked out theory like Proto-Luke in such a 
context, since it is an alternative, is capable of being considered a reasonable 
contribution on the parts of both Streeter and Taylor. Although it is not the 
intention of this study to attempt to prove such contribution, nevertheless, 
it would seem that Taylor's efforts devoted to the explication of this hypothesis 
have substantially assisted in establishing Proto-Luke as a live alternative to 
other explanations of the Markan-lukan puzzle. 
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The biggest question mark confronting the adequacy of Proto-Luke as an 
explanation of the ~rkan-Lukan puzzle currently is that of Redaktionsgeschichte. 
It would seem that Redaktionsgeschichte, which concentrates upon the editorial 
aspect of the Gospel as a finished product, and which views the editor, not merely 
as a compiler of separated units of tradition, rather, as a theologian in his own 
right, also provides a plausible explanation for Luke's paradoxical usage of ~rk. 
This new tool of criticism, prefigured in many respects by Henry J. Cadbury in 
The ~king of Luke-Acts, 1 necessarily followed upon the heels of form-criticism, 
since form-criticism provided the perspective for isolating the editorial linkage 
from the tradition itself. 
The most thoroughgoing attempt to view the fina I editor of the Third Gospel 
as a theologian who controlled his Gospel account by a dogmatic understanding 
of Heilsgeschichte is Conzelmann's The Theology of St. Luke. In that work, 
since the framework of the Gospel is the focal point, 1'1iterary critical analysis 
is only of secondary importance. u2 Therefore, Conzelmann holds that the structure 
of Luke's Gospel is to be explained according to 11 Luke's" theological schema and 
not from literary or source considerations. Furthermore, it is legitimate to say 
that this approach toward understanding the Gospels accounts, to some degree, 
for the contemporary neglect of the older forms of Synoptic criticism. Consequently, 
the explanation for Luke's peculiarities provided by Redaktionsgeschichte is one 
good reason for the stalemate on the Proto-Luke hypothesis. 
1 London: SPCK, (1927) 1958. 2 Conzelmann, p. 9. 
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This critique cannot give a full account of the rival interpretation of the 
Third GospePs particular complexion advanced by Conzelmann. Instead, it must 
be readily admitted that this view, too, is a live alternative to the problem of 
the Third Gospel. Unfortunately, Taylor has not written expressly on this topic, 
but he has examined a book that has a close similarity of viewpoint, and this 
provides a reasonable index to his reaction to Redaktionsgeschichte. In his review 
of Leaneis recent commentary on Luke, Taylor concluded: 11 ln genera I, one has 
the feeling that the theologian's robe with which the Evangelist is invested sits 
awkwardly upon him and tends to hide the historian's quill which in fact is his 
distinguishing endowment ... l 
At the present juncture in New Testament studies, then, it would seem that 
opinion continues to be widely divided concerning the perplexing relationship of 
the Third Gospel to lv\ark's Gospel. Furthermore, it is suggested here that 
Conzelmann's initial venture into Redaktionsgeschichte suffers from three extremes. 
First, it dismisses too readily the necessary task of wrestling with the source 
problems. Second, it views the Evangelist in a perspective far too close to that 
of another Neutestamentler. Third, in a reaction against the concept of the 
Evangelist as a historian (with modern interests and methods), it goes to the other 
extreme to posit a theologian with few, if any, historical concerns. Therefore, 
while it has opened a fruitful avenue of investigation, it does not seem that 
Redaktionsgeschichte has, at this time, convincingly refuted source critical 
explanations. 
1Taylor, Review of A Commentary on the Gospel according to St. Luke, by 
A. R. C. Leaney, ET, 69 (1957-58), 362. 
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What has just been said should not be construed as a validation of the 
Proto-Luke hypothesis. On the contrary, the conclusion of this study in that regard 
is that the verdict in 1963 reads:: uNot Proved. 11 But the necessity of continuing 
to regard Proto-Luke as an equally defensible explanation for the phenomena of 
the Third Gospel resides in the fact that the '1Not Proved" verdict seemingly 
applies to both the critics and the defenders of the theory. 
On the one hand, Streeter and Taylor have presented a well-reasoned 
hypothesis, backed it up with tireless effort and research, and have found a 
considerable body of support for the theory. However, difficulties remain. For 
one thing, the theory either must or must not depend upon the "antecedent 
probability" based upon the findings of the Lukan Passion narrative. Secondly, 
it is not at a II evident to many readers, at least since the advent of form-
criticism, that The First Draft of St. Luke's Gospel is not merely a collection 
of amorphous discourse and narrative. The crux as to whether or not it does have 
sufficient "movement 11 depends upon the problem of the Passion narrative. Thirdly, 
the admitted gaps in Proto-Luke, between 8:3 and 9:51 and prior to 22:14, pose 
problems which have not been entirely met by the theory. Finally, the progressive 
concession of lv1arkan influence in sections previously declared by Taylor to be 
wholly non-Markan does not build confidence. What is required is another 
complete and independent reworking of all the material for a comparison of 
results. This point, however, leads into the other side of the 11 Not Proved 11 
verdict. 
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For those who reject the Proto-Luke hypothesis, a judgment of only frog-
mentary refutations would seem in order. This, as we have seen (see earlier p. 275), 
was Taylor's charge against the critics of Proto-Luke, that is, as he said: "No 
full-scale refutation has been attempted, but only isolated forays upon outposts or 
important bastions. "1 Or as A. M. Hunter put it in his critique of New Testament 
studies: 
So, twenty-five years after its propounding, the 
hypothesis remains hypothetical. If scholars like T. W. 
Manson and C. J. Cadoux have accepted it, J. M. Creed 
and W. Bussmann have rejected it. It has not been dis-
proved, but certain pillars on which it rested have been 
weakened under criticism; and few scholars are prepared 
in constructive work to commit themselves to its truth •••• 
We may hope that in the next decade or two we may have 
a decision on it one way or the other from scholars ready 
to undertake the linguistic spade-work which such a 
decision wi II involve. 2 
Furthermore, the critics of the theory have not shown, if Q + L did not pro vi de 
much of Luke's framework, how the remaining Markan sections, when isolated 
from what appears to be non-Markan, form any kind of a continuity of their own. 3 
Nor do the critics of the hypothesis propose any more cogent explanation for the 
paradox of Luke's use of Mark. In any case, several of the criticisms leveled 
against the Proto-Luke theory seem to suggest the faint shadow of the phantom 
1
"tmportant Hypotheses Reconsidered: I. The Proto-Luke Hypothesis," p. 12. 
2 Archibald MacBride Hunter, Interpreting the New Testament: 1900-1950 
(London: SCM Press, Ltd., 1951), pp. 42-43. 
3such is Owen E. Evans' opinion. Cf. Evans, "Synoptic Criticism since 
Streeter," ET, 72 (1960-61), 299. 
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Ur-Markus; it is doubtful that success lies in that direction. Finally, since 
the argument for such an hypothesis must, of necessity, be cumulative, it would 
appear that the absence of such a reasonably conclusive rejection, based on a 
thorough reworking of all the relevant material, deserves its "Not Disproved 11 label. 
The status of the Proto-Luke hypothesis in 1963, then, would appear 
to be a stalemate. That which was conceived in the fertile mind of Canon Streeter 
stimulated Taylor•s creative amplification. Their efforts toward establishing the 
theory have been considerable. The reaction against the theory has been piecemeal 
and only partially relevant. Therefore, Perry's estimate of the balance of critical 
opinion in 1951, that it was 11widely divided, 111 would seem to hold for 1963. In 
view of this delicate balance within scholarly opinion, Proto-Luke is still a theory 
to be considered. Furthermore, for all the enthusiasm with which its negative critics 
have declared its end, it would seem that perhaps the wiser word was expressed 
recently, in an allusion to Taylor•s own feelings, by C. S. C. Williams:-
It is hard to resist the moderate conclusions of Dr. V. 
Taylor • • • • Like the theory of the existence of Q, 
the Proto-Lucan theory survives, and premature announce-
ments of their demise are 11greatly exaggerated. 112 
Thus, Williams• words not only catch up what would seem to be the status of the 
Proto-Luke hypothesis at this present juncture, but it also brings before our attention 
a closely related problem area, the Q hypothesis. 
1Perry, 11The Growth of the Gospels, 11 IB, VII, 66. 
2c. S. C. Williams, nThe Synoptic Problem, 11 in Peake 1s Commentary on 
the Bible (London: Thomas Nelson and Sons, Ltd. , 1962), p. 751. 
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2. Q in Recent Discussion 
The prior treatment of the Q hypothesis up through and including Taylor's 
work in 1959 makes it unnecessary to cover the same material twice. Therefore, 
what has been provisionally labeled as a 11breakthrough 11 on the problem of the 
11elusive Q 11 (see earlier pp. 84-85 ) stands, and the task that remains for this 
section is to set Taylor•s proposal within the context of the ongoing discussion 
regarding this "hypothetical source of the (largely) discourse material common to 
Matthew and Luke and not found in Mark. 111 
The problem does persist; and the question as to just how ••hypothetica 111 
is the Q source continues to haunt contemporary discussions. Therefore, the 
topic will be handled in three stages. First, a brief background will be mentioned 
regarding the nebulous nature of Q and the doubts expressed concerning it. 
Second, Taylor 1s proffered contribution will be set in the light of some objections 
raised against the hypothesis. And, finally, an estimate will be advanced regard-
ing the possibility or the probability of Taylor•s suggestion as a contribution to 
New Testament studies. 
a) Reservations over the Q Hypothesis 
James Moffatt•s striking collection of sixteen competing reconstructions of 
Q, coupled with his own attempt, display a dazzling variety of opinions and far 
fewer direct agreements than would be expected. 2 Clearly, the problem then was 
1o. T. Rowlingson, 11Q, 11 IDB, Ill, 973. 
2cf. James Moffatt, An Introduction to the Literature of the New Testament 
(3d and rev. ed.; Edinburgh: f. & f. Clark, Z.tt71.!! 1920, pp. 197-202. 
in great confusion. 
An article to which Taylor often refers was written by C. K. Barrett. 
Basically, Barrett rejected both the supposed unity and order of Q. Of the 
material in close agreement between Matthew and Luke of about one hundred 
verses, he is wi I ling to concede that it was derived from one common Greek 
source; 11but that the remainder cannot be explained without recourse to some 
parallel version, and that it is simpler to suppose that Matthew and Luke in 
collecting their material used traditions which were similar but not identical • 
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111 Moreover, although the simplest assumption would be that all Matthew•s 
and Luke•s common material came from a common source, Barrett would disregard 
one of Taylor•s basic working conclusions, that is, Barrett said: J'lt is not to be 
assumed that the best solution of the Synoptic Problem is the simplest. Such at 
least is the tendency of the most recent criticism. n2 And, although Barrett 1s 
does not rank as a complete rejection of any form of the Q hypothesis, yet it is 
an opinion which Taylor respects highly. 
It was suggested previously (see earlier p. 78 ) that Taylor•s support of the 
Q hypothesis was the reverse side to his championing of the Proto-Luke theory. 
This interrelationship works two ways. It could equally well be claimed that 
B. C. Butler•s enthusiastic rejection of the Q hypothesis in any and all forms is, 
likewise, the other side of his rejection of the priority of Mark. At least, Butler•s 
1 C. K. Barrett, 11Q: A Re-examination, n ET, 54 (1942-43}, 322. 
2[bid., p. 320. 
dispute with the Q hypothesis coincides with the reasons why he makes such a 
vehement dismissal of the priority of Mark. 1 
A. M. Farrer's basic dispute with Q would not go so far as to deny the 
priority of Mark. Instead, he simply rejects the foundational premise on which 
the Q hypothesis is posited, i. e., that Luke had never read Matthew (or vice 
versa). Farrer holds that, when this simpler explanation is accepted, then the 
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Q hypothesis is destroyed: "It hangs on a single thread; cut that, and it falls by 
its own weight. u2 Thus, Farrer's rejection of the Q hypothesis in all forms is 
thorough-going, but perhaps not as dogmatic as Butler's description of Q as "an 
unnecessary and vicious hypothesis. u3 Nevertheless, his is a formidable attack on 
Q, and Taylor has been fully cognizant of this contemporary estimate. 4 
Although many dissenters could be introduced into this discussion, only 
one further representative viewpoint will be necessary. In an intriguing article 
entitled '"Q' Is Only What You Make It, 11 Stewart Petrie looks back upon the 
history of the Q hypothesis and declares that it may be a wholly baren aspect of 
lcf. Basil Christopher Butler, The Originality of St. Matthew (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1951). 
2 A. M. Farrer, "On Dispensing with Q, 11 in Studies in the Gospels: Essays 
in Memory of R. H. Lightfoot, edited by D. E. Nineham (Oxford: Basi I Blackwell, 
1955) 1 Po 62. 
3 Butler, p. 170. 
4cf. Austin M. Farrer, A Study in Mark (New York: Oxford University 
Press, 1952), pp. 186 and 210 for an earlier, yet similar, viewpoint. Of course, 
closely connected is his charge concerning Proto-Luke, i. e., it is llincapable 
of reasonable defence 11 (p. 210}. 
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Synoptic studies. Specifically, Petrie, and not without some justification, derided 
the over-precision with which Q has been isolated, reconstructed, and analyzed. 
He wrote: 
And of this remarkable 11source, 11 about which we have so 
many flat contradictions and nothing certain, the literary 
characteristics have been discussed, the linguistic usage 
has been examined, the Old Testament allusions have been 
listed, the ethical interest has been studied, the theology 
has been propounded. 1 
In addition, Petrie examined the seventeen reconstructions of Q in Moffatt's 
introduction with the sobering conclusions that "not even one verse of the 200 11 
from Matthew is common to all seventeen reconstructions, and only eighteen 
verses were common to the thirteen attempts to isolate the Q source in Luke. 2 
(twas on this finding that Petrie attacked the subjectivity and arbitrariness with 
which this hypothetical source is reconstructed. His conclusion to all the effort 
on Q is, at the least, highly thought provoking: 11With achievement assessed at 
its real and not its face value, the quest for the hypothetical 'Q' bids fair to rank 
as one of the most futile pursuits of synoptic criticism. 113 
The foregoing sampling of dissent to the Q hypothesis should be sufficient to 
substantiate the fact that the battle is not over. This observation holds despite 
what this study considers to have been a rrbreakthrough 11 on the topic by Taylor's 
contribution. Therefore, with this continuing segment of dissent acknowledged, 
1 Stewart Petrie, 111 Q 1 Is On I y What You Make ( t, 11 Novum Testamentum, 
3 ( 19 59) 1 30 o 
21bid. 1 P• 31. 
we return to Taylor's position on this question. 
b) Taylor's Suggestion on the 
Order of Q 
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Taylor's evolving position concerning the Q hypothesis from 1920 to 1952 
has already been traced (see earlier pp. 78-83 ). [t was also suggested that 
beginning with 1953, Taylor's individual contribution to the problem of the nelusive 
Q" was formulated. The intention of Taylor's striking demonstration of luke's as 
the 11original order of Q" applied, however, directly only to the problem of order, 
yet Taylor did suggest that, although this test did not primarily relate to the 
possible original wording of Q, nevertheless, there does exist a probability in 
favor of the lukan wording itself. 
While it would be wrong to take anything away from the creativeness with 
which Taylor would seem to have demonstrated, to a high degree of probability, 
the original order of Q, yet it must be admitted that at least in part his solution 
was, once again, prefigured by Streeter's suggestive work. Writing in The Four 
Gospels in 1924, Streeter intimated that Matthew may have disposed of Q into 
II h h d' .. ... 111 h St t t e t ree great 1scourses, v. -v11. , x., xx111. -xxv. • • • ; owever, ree er 
also thought that luke had done the same thing within lk. 9~51-18: 14, so this 
side to Streeter's argument was of no help at all to Taylor. 
1 Streeter, The Four Gospels, p. 271. For even an earlier glimpse of this 
basic approach, cf. Streeter, "On the Original Order of Q," in Studies in the 
Synoptic Problem, pp. 141-164. 
296 
When Taylor first compared the lukan order of Q over against six divisions 
for Matthew--Mt. 5-7, Mt. 10, Mt. 13, Mt. 18, Mt. 23-25, and the remainder 
of Matthew--he made a guarded conclusion to the effect that "coupled with the 
other arguments in favour of Q, the manifest signs of a common order in Matthew 
and luke raise the hypothesis~ as a written sourcif to a remarkable degree of 
cogency, short only of demonstration. n 1 After his fuller investigation of this 
approach to the order of Q, and after finding that only ten sayings broke these-
quence when examined according to luke•s order over against the six divisions 
of Matthean material, Taylor was willing to go a bit further in his conclusion. 
At that time (1959), he concluded: 11The result of a comparison of the order of the 
sayings in Matt. and luke is to demonstrate the existence of Q, so far as this is 
possible in the case of a source known to us only from its use in the two Gospels. n2 
Therefore, since Taylor believes this finding rrto be conclusive if luke is not 
dependent on Mt., n3 it can be observed that his conviction regarding the essential 
soundness of this solution to the problem of the original order of Q has grown more 
positive with the passage of time. Thus, writing in 1962, Taylor described Q 
as around 220-230 verses common to Matthew and luke, 11but there can be little 
doubt that it was in the form of a document at the time when Matthew and luke 
111The Order of Q, 11 p. 31. Taylor called his particular method rra new 
approach. 11 nThe Original Order of Q, 11 p. 248. Brackets are not Taylor•s. 
2"The Original Order of Q, 11 p. 266. 
3G, p. 27n. This is a 1960 comment. 
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wrote. n
1 Furthermore 1 11there are good grounds for be I i evi ng that Luke reproduces 
Q in its original order, and that he adheres closely to its text. n2 
When one looks back upon Taylor's 1920-1962 odyssey concerning the 
"hypothetical source Q," a distinctive movement is discernible from seemingly 
derivative beginnings to what would appear to be creative and challenging conclu-
sions. The possibility of a finding in favor of Taylor's contribution at this point 
will be the subject of the next section. 
c) Unresolved Problems 
Of the importance of the contents of the Q source, there is less dissent. 
In 1938 Rowlingson made this observation: 11Few, however, would dispute the 
words of Taylor that 'perhaps it was the most valuable source used by the 
evangelists.' 1L3 But outside this general agreement, there is less unanimity 
concerning the usecond source" common to both Matthew and Luke. 
Taylor 1s work on the probable order of Q does not automatically solve the 
extent of that source. Accordingly, while his estimate of its knowable extent--
220-230 verses--is low in comparison with the figure of 272, which Streeter 
thought could be assigned to Q without 11considerable doubt ,'A it is a bit higher 
lnGospel of Luke, 11 IDB, Ill, 184. 
3Rowlingson, "Research in the Synoptic Gospels since 1918, 11 p. 57. The 
reference is to Taylor, The Gospels, p. 24. 
4Streeter, The Four Gospels, p. 291. 
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than the 207 verses A. M. Perry is wi I ling to assign to Q; 1 yet it coincides 
closely with Rowlingson•s estimate of 200-220. 2 If these more contemporary esti-
mates are compared over against the seventeen reconstructions recorded in Moffatt, 
it wi II be seen that there is progress toward general agreement regarding the extent 
of the source Q, but the fact remains that there is still, and probably will always 
be, disagreement over the precise limits of the Q source. 
An even more basic point, and one which justifies the continued reference 
to Q as an 11 hypothetical source, rr is the fact that we do not possess a copy of that 
source, and, furthermore, the alternative hypothesis of Luke 1s dependence upon 
Matthew (or vice versa) can never be declared impossible. In light of the present 
available evidence for the Q hypothesis, this must always remain an open topic. 
Whether or not Mark knew Q is another topic which should remain open. 
However, the contemporary consensus appears to hold that Mark did not use the 
Q source. With that conclusion, Taylor agrees. 3 
How one attempts to explain some of the diversity of the Q source as it 
appears in Matthew and Luke can take any one of several lines. That some degree 
of translation variants are present would seem a plausible partial explanation. 
Taylor assents to this. But regarding the most basic differences, Taylor is content 
with neither the idea of editorial modifications nor two different recensions of Q 
1Perry, rrThe Growth of the Gospels, 11 IB, VII, 64. 
2Rowlingson, 11 Synoptic Problem," IDB, IV I 492. 
3 Cf. GM, p. 87. 
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(QMt and QLk); rather he prefers to view Luke's order and text as more original 
than Matthew's. The reason for this choice is his charge (based on Streeter's 
parallel findings) that Matthew's habit was to conflate his sources--Mark and M--
and that this seems to apply to his usage of Q also. And while it is Taylor's decision 
to see in Luke's preservation of Q the better source, this conclusion resides in the 
realm of higher probability, and, consequently, must be seen as such and not more. 
Thus, it can be seen that several areas concerning Q are and, perhaps, 
wi II continue to be, unresolved. However, Taylor's possible contribution lies in 
his suggestion concerning only one aspect of this larger problem area. As to the 
original order of Q, it would seem that Taylor's efforts constitute a probable 
contribution to New Testament studies. For, while his suggestion has not been 
convincing to every opponent of the Q hypothesis (indeed, it would appear that 
too many of them have not given it a full hearing), 1 it has, in the opinion of this 
dissertation, advanced the Q hypothesis in its documentary form to a higher degree 
of probability, and, thus, it constitutes a probable contribution in this area of study. 
Taylor's confidence in his proposal is understandable. His words written 
in 1954 are particularly interesting. "There can be no objection to the current 
practice of speaking of Q as 'a hypothetical source, 1 since we do not possess it 
in its original form, but let us have done with the apologetic tone in which the 
phrase is used, as if the hypothesis were somewhat dubious. 112 Furthermore, 
lTaylor claimed that no criticisms that he knew of had been raised 
against UThe Order of Q" (1953) thesis up to the time he later wrote nThe 
Original Order of Q 11 in 1959 (p. 248). 
2LMJ, p. 13. 
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Taylor's work on Q has found some support. An example of this would be Owen 
Evans' approval of Taylor's procedure as "a most striking objective test, rr and 
Evans goes so far as to say that Taylor's facts assist the establishment of the Two-
1 
Document hypothesis as "the only reasonable explanationn for the Synoptic data. 
And, in the words which gave rise to C. S. C. Williams' comment which was 
quoted at the close of the last section on Proto-Luke, Taylor concluded concern-
ing Q: "Of current suggestions regarding the demise of the Q hypothesis we may 
say, as Mark Twain said of premature announcements of his death, that they have 
2 been greatly exaggerated. 11 [f so, perhaps Taylor's probable contribution to the 
problem of the "elusive Qar will prove to be of considerable value for the future 
of Synoptic studies. 
1 Evans, "Synoptic Criticism since Streeter, 11 p. 298. 
2
"The Order of Q, 11 p. 31. 
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B. Form-Criticism 
The difficulty of arriving at even a tentative assessment of Taylor's possible 
contribution to the area of form-criticism is not imagined. For one thing, Taylor's 
book, The Formation of the Gospel Tradition, is itself a mixed entity. Comprised 
of both a survey of German form-critical work and Taylor's own suggestions, it 
is evident from the first that Taylor's possible contribution lies not in connection 
with the original creative impulse of this tool of Gospel criticism, but rather, it 
would seem to reside in the area of softening some of the excessive enthusiasm and 
radical extremes to which German New Testament scholarship is so often prone. 
Another reasonable consideration, although even less tangible, involves what 
can justly be estimated concerning the reception of form-criticism within the 
English-speaking segment of New Testament studies. Since Taylor was preceded 
only by Easton with a book-length investigation of form-criticism, it is necessary 
to venture an estimate as to what might be his particular contribution in introduc-
ing that tool to scholars and students of a more conservative leaning. 
Although there has been considerable activity in the field of form-criticism 
from 1919 to the present, it is premature to be overly precise in estimating form-
criticism's place within the larger scope of New Testament studies. Therefore, 
the approach presented here wi II aim toward suggesting Taylor's role within form-
critical studies from three perspectives. First, some indication will be given of 
the favorable reception to Taylor's efforts in this area. Second, a sampling of the 
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negative reaction to Taylor•s understanding of form-critical theory, with particular 
reference to German-oriented scholarship, will be undertaken. And, finally, 
what would seem to be a few areas of vulnerability within Taylor•s form-critical 
methode logy wi II be indicated. 
1. Some Signs of the Influence of Taylor•s 
Revised Form-Critical Theory 
English books on form-criticism are not in abundance. While B. S. Easton•s 
work preceded Taylor•s, F. C. Grant•s The Growth of the Gospels appeared in the 
same year (1933) as The Formation of the Gospel Tradition, and R. H. Lightfoot•s 
History and Interpretation in the Gospels appeared soon after (1935), it is, never-
theless, true that full scale critiques of the form-critical method in English have 
been infrequent even up to the present time. However, since Taylor•s book stands 
at the beginning of the process of interpreting this German originated tool, it is 
fair to consider what degree of influence, if any, can be attributed to Taylor•s 
suggested revisions in form-critical theory. 
E. Basil Redlich 1s work 1 shows evidence of Taylor•s influence. Not only 
is Taylor frequently cited, but the critical incline of Redlich 1s book shares a great 
many of the emphases brought out by Taylor. To take but two examples, it would 
be hard for someone to distinguish between Taylor•s and Redlich 1s attitudes toward 
the limitations of form-criticism. For example, completely in line with our earlier 
coverage of Taylor•s views (see earlier pp. 112-115), Redlich had this to say: 
lForm··Criticism: Its Value and Limitations (11Studies in Theology, No. 43 11 ; 
London: Duckworth, 1939). 
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One of the weaknesses of Form Criticism (is) that it 
confounds subjective historical judgment with Historical 
Criticism. If, for instance, these critics designate 
certain narratives as 11Myths, 11 they undoubtedly pre-
judge their historical value. Further, according to 
their own admission, these particular mythical stories 
have no literary form and can only be classified 
aCCOrding tO their COntentS. rtori eS 11Wi thout form II 
are beyond "Form 11 Criticism. 
A second aspect of this same critical inclination is Redlich's attitude toward the 
possibility of some eyewitness influence upon the Gospel tradition. Not only does 
he cite with approval Taylor's positive stand on that topic, 2 but Redlich himself 
states: 110ur claim is that there is prima-facie ground for assuming the substantial 
accuracy of the Gospel narratives. 113 Moreover, the overtones of both Taylor's 
and Bultmann's influence can be seen in Redlich's classification of those short 
narrative units of tradition which end with a decisive word from Jesus as "Apothegm-
Stories";4 furthermore, some indication of Taylor's influence is to be seen in 
Redlich's procedure of noting for each "Apothegm-Story" whether or not it was so 
classified by Albertz, Bultmann, Dibelius, and Taylor. Even this brief description 
of one of the few English introductions to form-criticism (other than Taylor's) 
indicates that Taylor's suggestions on form-critical method have been influential 
in Redlich's study and presentation of form-criticism. 
British and American reception to Taylor's book was mostly encouraging. 
Already cited was The Expository Times' review to the effect that Taylor's work 
was "reassuring," and that "we have reason to be grateful that the Form-criticism 
llbid. 1 P• 15. 2 Cf. FGT I p. 41. 3Redlich, p. 36. 4 Ibido 1 P• 52. 
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has been introduced to us by such sane and competent scholarship as Dr. Taylor's. 111 
W. F. Howard called it an nindispensable work in Englishn2 and, more poetically, 
that it should prove to be u-a lasting boon upon New Testament students throughout 
the English-speaking world. u3 B. T. D. Smith gave a favorable review in which 
he suggested that 11 Bultmann's attitude of scepticism is dealt with sympathetically 
and fairly.'.4 Finally, another student of form-criticism at that time, F. C. Grant, 
also responded positively to Taylor's book. 5 
On the more nebulous side of Taylor's possible contribution resides the 
largely unknown (and unknowable) extent of his influence upon three decades of 
New Testament students and teachers who must for themselves come to some terms 
with the form-critical method. For despite some extreme critics like W. Emery 
Barnes, 6 form-criticism appears to be a continuing part of the New Testament 
1 Anonymous, Review of The Formation of the Gospel Tradition, by Vincent 
Taylor, ET, 44 (1932-33), 253. 
2w. F. Howard, Review of The Formation of the Gospel Tradition, by 
Vincent Taylor, Hibbert Journal, 31 (1932-33), 465. 
31bid. I P· 469. 
4B. T. D. Smith, Review of The Formation of the Gospel Tradition, by 
Vincent Taylor, JTS, 34 (1933), 276. 
5Frederick C. Grant, Review of The Formation of the Gospel Tradition, 
by Vincent Taylor, Anglican Theological Review, 15 (1933), 249-253. 
6Gospel Criticism and Form Criticism {Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1936). 
This book all but rejects form-criticism. Surprisingly, it deals almost exclusively 
with Dibelius' work (whose views are much milder than Bultmann's), and yet Barnes 
characterized Dibelius' form-critical efforts as the 11 Geist der stets verneint" 
(p. 77). Also, Barnes never even mentions Taylor's book on the topic. 
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scene. Some years later, A. M. Hunter's critique of the method indicates some 
of this continuing and unresolved tension toward the excesses of some of the form-
critics. Hunter wrote: 
Scepticism has vitiated it almost from the start. K. L. 
Schmidt began by trying to blow the Marean framework 
of the Gospel story sky high, and Rudolf Bultmann reached 
the ridiculous conclusion that we can know next to nothing 
about the Jesus of history. Not surprisingly, therefore, 
in Britain, where criticism has always been more balanced, 
if less brilliant, than in Germany, form criticism has 
received a cool reception. We have been prepared to 
admit that the form critics' intentions were honourable, 
but we have been more or less agreed that their results 
were bad. Their sins, as we see them, are those of over-
doing and ignoring. 1 
When so cautious an interpreter as Hunter comes out so strongly against the extremes 
of German form-criticism in 1951, only conjecture can guess at the even more 
negative reaction of British and American scholarship to the method, if they had 
known it only from the Germans and some of their disciples like R. H. lightfoot's 
famous closing statement. 2 But through the constructive efforts {that is, even more 
constructive than Dibelius' konstruktive Methode) of such men as Taylor, F. C. 
1 A. M. Hunter, Interpreting the New Testament: 1900-1950, p. 39. 
2
"tt seems, then, that the form of the earthly no less than of the heavenly 
Christ is for the most part hidden from us. For all the inestimable value of the 
gospels, they yield us little more than a whisper of his voice; we trace in them 
but the outskirts of his ways. Only when we see him hereafter in his fulness 
shall we know him as he was on earth. n: R. H. lightfoot, History and Interpreta-
tion in the Gospels, p. 225. For Taylor's comments on this statement, see earlier 
p. 179. 
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Grant, Redlich, A. H. McNiele, and C. H. Dodd, 1 form-criticism has been 
given a less radical interpretation, and, it is contended here, that Taylor•s role 
in this connection has been highly significant. 2 For his insistence upon the proper 
bounds to the form-critical method, the study of which uformsu brings the investi-
gator n.:only to the threshold of the historical problem, 113 has been combined with 
an affirmative viewpoint toward the possibilities of positive results from such study. 
And, even though Taylor•s 1933 prophecy that time would qualify Schmidt1s radical 
estimate of the Markan outline as •ra purely artificial construction 114 has only been 
partially fulfilled; nevertheless, since, as Taylor claimed in 1959, the method 
1Cf. Dodd 1s History and the Gospel (London: Nisbet and Company, 1938), 
and, especially, "Tne Appearances of the Risen Christ: .An Essay in Form-Criticism 
of the Gospels, 11 in Studies in the Gospels: Essays in Memory of R. H. Lightfoot, 
ed. D. E. Nineham (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1955), pp. 9-35 for a fine study of 
what can be said from a form-critical standpoint regarding the assumption that some 
of the Gospel incidents are resurrection legends read back into the life of the Jesus 
of history. Dodd concluded: 11 lt has been not unusual to apply the term •myth• 
somewhat loosely to the resurrection-narratives of the Gospels as a whole. The 
foregoing investigation wi II have shown that, so far as the narratives of the appear-
ances of the risen Christ are concerned, form-criticism offers no ground to justify 
the use of the term. The more circumstantial narratives certainly include traits 
properly described as legendary, but •legend' and •myth• are different categories, 
and should not be confuseda; (p. 35). 
2Rowlingson has noted this aspect of Taylor's fruitful avoidance of form-
criticism•s radical extremes. He wrote: 110n the whole form criticism has serious 
limitations • • • • The exposure of its limitations is in itself an important contribu-
tion to an adequate historical approach. n D. T. Rowlingson, 11The Continuing 
Quest of the Historical Jesus, 11 in New Testament Studies, ed. Edwin Prince Booth 
(New York: Abingdon-Cokesbury Press, 1942), pp. 64-65. 
3 FGT I p. 134. 
41bid. 1 P• 13. 
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rLis still in its infancy and because the forms which can be distinguished are few , 111 
it may be that the fuller constructive application of form-criticism to Gospel 
interpretation lies in the future. 
In any case, ethereal as critera may be for Taylor•s constructive influence 
upon form-criticism•s recognition, acceptance, and utilization by British and 
American students of the New Testament, in light of Taylor•s initial and continuing 
efforts in this discipline {cf. his commentary on Mark) and in view of the foregoing 
discussion, it seems justifiable to conclude that Taylor•s efforts on form-criticism--
viewed both from direct dependence upon his critical conclusions and upon the 
basis of this nebulous constructive influence--are sufficient to label them tentatively 
as a probable contribution to New Testament studies. 
2. Negative Reaction to Taylor•s Form-Critical 
Theory and Method 
Dibelius began his form-critical study with many assumptions, as was 
necessary, and this was one of them: 
Eine Gemeinde unliterarischer Menschen, die heute oder 
morgen des Weltende erwartet, hat zur Produktion von 
Buchern wider Fahigkeit noch Neigung, und so werden 
wir den Christengemeinden der ersten zwei oder drei 
Jahrzehnte eine eigentlich schriftstellerische Tatigkeit 
nich zutrauen durfen. 2 
However, the viewpoint of Dibelius expressed above also contains the germ of 
111Modern [ssues in Biblical Studies: Methods of Gospel Criticism, 11 
p. 71. 
2oibelius, Die Formgeschichte des Evangeliums (1st ed.; 1919), pp. 4-5. 
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disagreement within it. Vincent Taylor was one of those who disputed the degree 
to which that early Christian community should be trusted or as to what could 
reasonably be expected of that community. On the other hand, there were and are 
those who have criticized Taylor•s understanding of Dibelius• or Bultmann•s form-
critical theory and methodology. This is expected and this is one aspect of the 
assessment of Taylor 1s efforts in this area. 
Not too surprising is the fact that Taylor•s suggested revisions for the 
theory and his criticisms of some of the initial efforts by the German scholars has 
drawn little reaction from them, especially from Dibelius and Bultmann. In Dibelius• 
case it is more understandable. The second edition of Die Formgeschichte des 
Evangeliums came out in 1933, and the third edition of 1959 is essentially a 
reproduction of the 1933 work. Understandably, Taylor is not cited. 1 But an 
indication of the imperviousness of Dibelius to Taylor-type criticism is the fact 
that B. S. Easton•s work is disposed of in only one footnote. 2 
Bultmann 1s situation is simi Jar in that the second edition of his great work 
on form-criticism came out in 1931, but the third edition of Die Geschichte der 
synoptischen Tradition (1957) could have taken up Taylor•s charges, but it did not, 
since it was essentially the same book as the 1931 edition. However, once again 
1The English translation of the 2nd ed., From Tradition to Gospel, tr. 
Bertram Lee Woolf (New York:- Charles Scribner1s SOns, 1935), cites Taylor 
once in a footnote regarding his category of "Pronouncement-Stories 11 (p. 26n.). 
2cf. From Tradition to Gospel, pp. 31-32n. 
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it is possible to gain some insight to what can conceivably be called Bultmann's 
reaction to Taylor-type criticism by Bultmann's rejection of Fascher's charge that 
form-criticism's classifications are not objective enough. [n reply, Bultmann said: 
"Ziel der formgeschichtlichen Untersuchung ist es doch nicht, die einzelnen 
Traditionsstucke glatt zu klassifizieren, sondern die Motive aufzuweisen, die zur 
Formgebung gefuhrt haben. n 1 
Perhaps, Taylor was not too surprised by this lack of reaction. Writing in 
1933 Taylor said: "Bultmann's method of answering objections is to restate his 
original thesis; it is very much as if he observed: 'But did you hear what I said? 
let me put it again. •n2 Therefore, it is significant and indicative of Bultmann's 
basic position, which appears unchanged, as he allowed this statement to stand 
in 1957: 
Mit M. Dibelius bin ich ganz darin einig, doss die 
formgeschichtliche Arbeit weder in einem asthetischen 
Betrachten, noch in einem deskribierenden und 
klassifizierenden Verfahren besteht; also nicht darin, 
doss man die einzelnen Stucke der Uberlieferung nach 
Cfsthetischen oder andern Merkmalen einfach beschreibt 
und in bestimmte Gattungen einordnet. Vielmehr ist 
es die Aufgabe, ''Entstehung and Geschichte dieser 
1Bultmann, Die Geschichte ••• (3. Auflage; 1957), pp. 260-261n. 
That the comparison of Fascher to Taylor is justified may be substantiated by 
Bultmann's claim that these same words apply to Easton also. Further evidence 
of Bultmann's reaction to even the milder types of form-critical study can also 
be seen in this comment, which was directed against Albertz: 110ies Buch kann 
ich trotz mancher guten Beobachtungen nicht als eine echte formgeschichtliche 
Untersuchung anerkennen" (p. 4tn.). 
2 FGT I p. 15. 
Einzelstucke zu rekonstruieren, somit die Geschicht 
der vorliterarischen Uberlieferung aufzuhellen. 111 
[n view of both Dibelius' and Bultmann's relative disregard of not only 
Taylor's but also of others' criticisms--those of Fascher, Easton, Redlich, and 
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Paul Fiebig--it would seem that the task of answering such charges fell to disciples 
of these pioneering scholars. It will set Taylor's work on form-criticism in better 
perspective to examine two of these answers to Taylor's suggestions relative to 
theory and method. 
Kendrick Grobe! made a rather extensive examination of The Formation 
of the Gospel Tradition and took a negative view of it. 2 For one thing, Grobe! 
accused Taylor of over-reacting to scepticism and, as a consequence, of falling into 
u:einem behaglichen Optimismus. 113 Again, he charged that Taylor misinterpreted 
Dibelius: "Hater Dibelius' Begriff der Legende nicht richtig verstanden, noch 
hat er die konsequente Notwendigkeit gespurt, mit der Debelius auf weitere 
Quellenkritik verzichtet. ,.4 In addition, Grobe! suggested that Taylor had not 
perceived that Bultmann did not categorically deny the possibility of some eye-
witness testimony, especially concerning the events of the Passion. 5 Two more 
criticisms of Taylor appear, perhaps, to be more justified than those mentioned 
1Bultmann, Die Geschichte ••• , p. 4. The statement quoted came from 
an article by Dibelius in Theologische Rundschau, 1 (1929), p. 187. 
2 Kendrick Grobel, Formgeschichte und synoptische Quellenanalyse 
( G'Mti ngen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1937). 
3(bid. 1 P• 106. 4£bid. 1 p. 107. 5Jbid. 1 p. 108. 
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up to this point. One has to do with Taylor•s own experiment concerning the laws 
of oral traditioning (see earlier pp. 111-12 ). Grobe! stated: 11Taylors eigenen 
naiven Begriff der Tradition zeigt recht deutlich sein absurdes Experiment mit einer 
•Tradition• •••• 111 The second seemingly legitimate charge was against Taylor•s 
handling of the nature-miracles. Grobe! called it nungezugelte Geschichtskritik, 11 
since Taylor did not take these as uzeugnis unbedenklicher primitiver Glaubigkeit. u2 
On top of that, Grobe! placed Taylor in the company of Reimarus, Renan, and 
Zahn in reference to the same error 11dass des Denken Jesu ihnen bekannt sei, 
aber ihre Zuversicht beruhte auf einer Tauschung. n3 And, finally, a more sweep-
ing charge was leveled by Grobe! against Taylor 1s form-critical theory and meth-
odology to this effect: 
Es durfte jetzt deutlich sein, dass Taylor eklektisch 
verfCihrt: er versucht einer Kompromiss zwischen der Literar-
und Geschi chtskri ti k ei nersei ts und der Formgeschi chte 
andererseits zu schliessen. Obwohl er die Formgeschichte 
hoch einschCitzt und sich mit ihr auseinandersetzt, ist er 
doch in diesem Kompromissversuch an der Herausforderung 
der Formgeschichte vorbeigegan. 4 
Clearly, Grobe I sees much that is objectionable in Taylor•s form-critical analyses. 
Gerhard Jber 1s article 11 Neuere Literatur zur Formgeschichten is appended 
to the 1959 edition of Dibelius• Die Formgeschichte des Evangeliums. 5 In that 
coverage Taylor is given scant notice. In reaction against the work of Taylor and 
Redlich, which lber considers basically the same, he concluded: 
1tbid. I p. 111. 2 tbid. I p. 112. 3 tbid. 
41bid. 5cf. pp. 302-312. 
Demit istfur die 11Formgeschichte 11 nichts gowonnen. 
Diese Argumentation beruht vei lmehr auf einem 
Missverstandnis dessen, was mit Form and Sti I gemeint 
ist I ein Missverstondnis, das ubrigens auch die 
Erorterung der uApophthegmen 11 and 11Wunder,eschi chten u 
bei Taylor und Redlich gelegentlich belastet. 
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And, closely connected, lber charges that both Taylor and Redlich are overconcerned 
with the historicity of the Gospel tradition, and that this interest compromises their 
form-critical efforts. 
Kummel, in a review of Taylor•s Mark, charged Taylor with 11formgeschichtlicher 
Massstabe mit Konservativ- psychologisierender Geschichtskritik •• ;2. 
Lastly, perhaps some indication of the negative criticisms raised against 
Taylor•s theory and method by this segment of New Testament scholarship can be 
ascertained, in part, by silence concerning Taylor•s efforts. Neither Gunther 
Bornkamm in Die Religion in Geschichte und Gegenwart3 nor Kendrick Grobel 
in The lnterpreter•s Dictionary of the Bible4 makes any mention of Taylor•s form-
critical efforts. This, in itself, is without doubt a negative appraisal. 
It is intended that a less one-sided viewpoint of Taylor•s possible contribu-
tion to New Testament studies in the field of form-criticism should be the result 
of this sampling of negative reaction to Taylor•s work. The complaints lodged 
11ber, p. 305. 2 Kummel, p. 339. 
3G. Bornkamm, 11 Formens und Gattungen: [(. lm NT, u in Die Religion in 
Geschichte und Gegenwart, herausgeben von H. F. von Campenhausen, et al. 
(3. Auflage; Tubingen: J. C. B. Mohr /Paul Siebeckl, 1957- ), II, 9~06. 
- -
4 Grobel, 11Form Criticism, 11 IDB, [[, 320-321. Grobel only mentions 
Schmidt, Dibelius, and Bultmann. 
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against Taylor•s form-critical theory and methodology are not extensive, but they 
are foundational. Therefore, with these considerations in mind, let us move on 
to a third section, which will involve some of the same topics, since it deals with 
several points of seeming vulnerability within Taylor•s form-critical theory. 
3. Areas of Vulnerability in Taylor•s 
Form-Critical Approach 
The topic under survey here--possible areas of vulnerability in Taylor•s 
form-critical theory and methodology--could be the proper sphere of an entire 
dissertation itself. However, in view of the broader purpose of this present study, 
only intimations can be given concerning areas wherein Taylor•s form-criticism needs 
to be more closely analyzed. 
Taking an overall sounding of Taylor•s work on form-criticism, it seems as 
if there are at least four areas in which he is more open to criticism than in some 
other aspects of his use of this tool of biblical criticism. These are: (1) Has Taylor 
misinterpreted the basic intention and goal of form-critical study?; (2) Are there 
some objectionable features in his revised system of classifying forms?; (3) Just 
how valid are Taylor•s conclusions concerning the process of oral traditioning based 
upon his experiment with it?; and (4) How consistent is Taylor•s attitude toward 
the problem of eyewitnesses and the primitive tradition? 
a) Taylor•s Concept of the Goal of Form-Criticism 
It is evident from the preceding section that several disciples of the pioneers 
of form-criticism are prepared to (and did) charge that Taylor has misunderstood 
314 
the purpose or goal of form-criticism. Grobel (see earlier p. 311) charged that 
Taylor has by-passed the real challenge of form-criticism and that he has misunder-
stood the basal approaches of both Dibelius and Bultmann. Jber claimed that Taylor 
has not understood what is intended by 11Form und Stil. 11 If this should prove to be 
true, then, indeed, Taylor•s form-critical work would be compromised from the 
beginning; but, is it consistent with the facts? 
After reading a good deal of Taylor•s writings many times over, the opinion 
of this investigation is that Taylor takes great care to be fair to any opinion with 
which he might differ. Furthermore, it would be more conceivable if this charge 
were leveled against only Taylor•s understanding of the basic limits to which form-
criticism must be subject; but, as it is, this same general charge is broadly aimed 
at many careful scholars of less radical inclinations. For example, since the 
identical criticism of Missverstandnis has been raised against Albertz, Fascher, 
Easton, and Redlich, it could well be that Taylor•s interpretation of the goal and 
limits of form-criticism is not so subjective and misdirected as some defenders of the 
more radical types of Formgeschichte would hold. On the contrary, it does not 
yet appear that the chasm between what Dibelius, Bultmann, Bertram, and Grobel 
accept as the Ziel der formgeschichtlichen Untersuchung and that of Fascher, 
Easton, Taylor, and Redlich has been lessened during the last three decades of 
debate. More than form-critical methodology separates the two factions. Once 
again, the point of departure is found within that region of presuppositions and 
formative conclusions. The issue when Taylor wrote in 1933 remains unresolved. 
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What is the relationship between Formgeschichte and historical criticism? 
This study ventures the opinion that Taylor•s understanding of the boundary 
line between form-criticism and historical criticism has fairly interpreted Dibelius• 
and Bultmann 1s opposing concept; however, Taylor•s decision represents a rejection 
of an understood, but an unacceptable, solution. Taylor, in agreement with 
Fascher: 110ie Methode--desist das Paradoxa dabei--in dem Bestreben, geschichtliche 
Klarheit zu schaffen uber die alteste Tradition, zu vollig negativen Resultaten fuhrt , .. 1 
has taken cognizance of that sceptical incline and has, instead, formulated stricter 
limits within which form-criticism must operate. 
Furthermore, it is suggested here that the basic agreement of Fascher•s, 
Easton•s, Taylor•s, and Redlich•s claim that form-criticism must stop upon the 
threshold ~f the historical decision is justified. 2 Since this opinion is not shared 
by some of the more radical form-critics, there is, likewise, necessity for latitude 
in declaring their concept wrong. But, reduced to its most basic expression, 
the complaint that Taylor has misunderstood the other position would seem to be 
mistaken. VVhat has occurred, in typical Taylor procedure, has been careful 
study, conservative assessment, and rejection of the alternative position. Taylor•s 
basic disagreement with Dibelius• and Bultmann•s suggested goal for this tool is 
to be located in that particular interrelated complex of presuppositions and 
lFascher, p. 212. 
2H. Riesenfeld 1s The Gospel Tradition and Its Beginnings: A Study in the 
Limits of Formgeschichte (London~ Mowbray, 1957) is a more recent study some-
what in line with these less radical scholars. 
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formative conclusions characteristic of Taylor's biblical methodology. To the 
charge: Missverstdndnisl, it seems legitimate to plead Taylor: "Not guilty. 11 
To the charge~ Basal disagreement over the proper limits of the form-critical 
method, "Guilty" appears rightly to apply. 
b) Taylor's Revisions in Form-Critical Classifications 
Earlier it was contended that Taylor's suggested revisions in form-critical 
classification of the Gospel units of tradition has been accorded a reasonable 
reception by British and American scholarship. There are, however, two aspects 
of such classification which are more open to distortion and misunderstanding than 
the others. 
Taylor's handling of uMiracle-Stories 11 is questionable. While, it would 
seem that Taylor's rejection of Dibelius' term (Novellen) is reasonable, his 
acceptance of Bultmann's basic category, Wundergeschichten, without going 
on (as Bultmann does) to subdivide it into Heilungswunder und Naturwunder, is 
less acceptable. For by the lumping together of thirteen curative acts and five 
nature-miracles through the content consideration of the miraculous, a highly 
questionable unity is imposed upon the whole grouping which is not necessarily 
due to considerations of form alone. 1 It is readily apparent that the nature-
1Compare the thirteen healing accounts which Taylor places in this 
group.--Mk. 1:23-27; 1:30-31; 1:40-45; 2:1-12; 5d-20; 5~21-43; 5:-25-34; 7:32-
37; 8:22-26; 9:14-29; 10:46-52; Lk. 9:14 = Mt. 12:22-24; and Lk. 7:11-17--over 
against the five nature-miracles--Mk. 4:35-41; 6:34-44 = 8:1-9; 6:-45-52; 11:13-
14; and Lk. 5:1-11. 
317 
miracles do not follow precisely the same form or sequence. For instance, the 
need of the person or persons involved is questionable in Mk. 6:45-52, since 
Jesus willed ( r/8e A ev) to pass by them. Nor is the need evident in Lk. 5: 
1-11. Secondly, it is doubtful that such divergent acts--the stilling of a storm, 
the feeding of the five thousand, Jesus' walking on water, the cursing of a fig 
tree, and a large haul of fishes--all fit neatly into the second phase of such 
narratives, i. e., they are definitely not curative acts as in the other thirteen 
cases. Thirdly, while some result follows each of these nature-miracles, the 
similarity between the results in these cases and the verdict of 11healed" in the 
other thirteen may be no more than the logi ca I structure of any story. Therefore, 
one wonders whether the content category of nmiracles 11 is sufficient in this case. 
Possibly, it would be preferable to group the healings as "Stories of Healings, 11 
since there is so much similarity of both form and content. The nature-miracles 
could be fitted into a separate category, and, thus, the form of the 11 Stories of 
Healings 11 would not have to be mutilated to accommodate these dissimilar ones. 
Where the real difficulty enters is in Taylor's habitual rationalizing of 
the nature-miracles. If this is allowed, then maybe the two groups can be more 
readily treated as one; but when such rationalization is disallowed, as it is 
contended here, then the result is to imply a greater similarity in form and 
style between the two groups than appears, in actuality, to exist. Nor is it 
suggested that Legende or Mythen are more adequate or more realistic 
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classifications. Rather, the precise classification may vary, but it does appear that 
the nature-miracles constitute somewhat of a separate classification in regards to 
form and content; therefore, separate classification would facilitate better fidelity 
to considerations of form alone. 
The second suggestion is minor. Taylor admits that uthe Stories about Jesus 
have no common structural form. n 1 However, since that is the case, it would seem 
that Redlich•s classification of these as 11Form-less Stories 11 is even better. 2 Since 
Taylor•s purpose is to define more precisely the proper limits of form-criticism, it 
would appear that Redlich•s suggestion is fully apropos to Taylor•s intention. 
These two, then, a separate classification according to the strictly formal 
characteristics of nature-miracles and the recognition of certain units of Gospel 
tradition as 11form-Iess 11 seem legitimate criticisms to offer for the improvement of 
Taylor•s already well-conceived system of form-critical classification. Admittedly, 
their absence do not seriously affect his method, but it could be that their inclusion 
would further the task of clarifying what is meant by nform-criticism. 11 
c) Taylor•s Experiment Regarding 
Oral Tradition 
The dissent of this study was expressed previously concerning Taylor•s experi-
ment involving the process of oral traditioning (see earlier pp. 111-112). Now it 
may be that Taylor•s ~priori: Shorter stories are older pieces of tradition, is true; 
but, and this is the point here, that decision does not properly follow from Taylor1s 
1FGT, p. 142. 2Redlich, p. 180. 
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modern experiment. The variable factors involved vitiate the experiment from 
the outset. 
Despite Taylor's disclaimer 1 it is doubtful that his experiment 1 even in 
general terms 1 conforms to the limitations of variable factors which must be achieved 
to reach some assured results. For one thing 1 the very differences of cultural 
patterns between first century Christianity and twentieth century rrbook-minded 11 
people are vast. Secondly 1 the lack of vita I attachment to the materia I traditioned 
differs drastically from what we understand to have been the case of primitive 
Christianity's passionate reverence for the lord of the Church. Thirdly 1 there 
was no stabilizing effect in Taylor's experiment brought about by eyewitnesses 
to whom he attributes great importance in the Gospel period. 1 And 1 finally 1 the 
time lapse involved differed to a significant degree. Taylor's persistence-- 11the 
aim of the experiment described is not to attempt to reproduce the conditions of 
the Gospel period 1 but simply to ascertain what are the tendencies of ora I tradition"
2 
--
indicates that he wi II not admit that 1 if the first part of the proposition is not valid 1 
the second one still proves the point he wishes to make. This 11double-entry 11 system 
of reasoning simply does not work. Since the conditions of the experiment do not 
approximate the first century A. D. 1 it is illegitimate to maintain that the result is 1 
nevertheless 1 untainted. 
3 
It is probable that the objections raised against his modern experiment with 
1FGL pp. 41-42. 2Preface to the 2nd ed. of FGL p. viii. 
3such was the opinion of both Grobel 1 Formgeschi chte und synoptische 
Quellenanalyse 1 p. 111 1 and F. C. Grant 1 Review of The Formation of the 
Gospel Tradition 1 by Vincent Taylor 1 Anglican Theological Review 1 p. 252. 
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oral tradition are valid, and, further, that the results of that abortive venture should 
not be utilized by him in any way within his form-critical efforts. 
d) Taylor•s Conundrum: Eyewitnesses 
and the Gospel Tradition 
Perhaps, Taylor•s problem of a somewhat fluctuating presentation of the 
worth of eyewitness testimony within the Gospel tradition represents, in his case, 
no greater a problem than most New Testament students and scholars have in steer-
ing between the extremities. However, it is a point on which Taylor has been more 
specific than some; and it is a topic on which he has been negatively attacked. 
An opponent of considerable reputation and of considerable literary output 
has aligned himself against Taylor on this issue: D. E. Nineham. 1 Basically, 
Nineham poses two alternatives--radical form-criticism•s despair of much eyewitness 
control of the Gospel tradition and Taylor•s tendency to stress the 11vivid details 11 
and the dependability of the tradition as based ultimately upon eyewitness reports. 
To begin, it is doubtful that Nineham is completely fair to Taylor on this 
knotty problem. For instance, in Nineham•s criticism of Taylor•s basic position 
on this problem, he implies that Taylor relies more on this argument than, in 
actuality, he does. By Nineham•s suggestion that rreyewitness testimony and 
1Taylor•s position on eyewitness testimony comes under Nineham•s critical 
scalpel in "The Gospels and the Life of Jesus, 11 Theology, 59 (1956), 97-103; and 
in a three-part article 11Eye-Witness Testimony and the Gospel Tradition, 11 JTS, 9 
(1958), 13-25 and 243-252 and 11 ( 1960), 253-264. Cf. a I so 11The Order of Events 
in St. Mark 1s Gospel--an Examination of Dr. Dodd 1s Hypothesis, 11 in Studies in the 
Gospe Is, pp. 223-239. 
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historicity 11 are not to be equated, 1 he implies that the opposite would characterize 
Taylor•s alternative position. Contrast that implication with these statements by 
Taylor: 
Again: 
We cannot, however, assume that the incidents took place 
just as they are related; indeed, this would not be possible 
if we possessed the affidavits of actual eyewitnesses. The 
historical problem sti II remains open. 2 
No narrative, not even that of an eyewitness, is exempt 
from the possibility of interpretive modification. 3 
But, where the difference comes in concerns Taylor•s twofold insistence: (1) It 
would be folly to ignore the influence of eyewitness testimony, and (2} it is possible 
that eyewitness testimony is interpretive, without being a distortion of the event. 
Taylor•s position is admittedly ambivalent. He holds to both direct eye-
witness control over some of the tradition and to a positive evaluation of that which 
is probably somewhat removed from direct eyewitness verification. Therefore, on 
the issue of the •tvivid details 11 in Mark 1s Gospel, 4 Taylor acknowledges that these 
could have been due to tta vivid imagination, rr5 yet he decides otherwise and 
concluded: 11 ln his stories about Jesus and his miracle-stories the wealth of detai I 
is given, not created. His objectivity is a sign of the high historical value of the 
Gospel. 116 If this were Taylor•s consistent position, no one could, in the last 
111Eye-Witness Testimony ••• 1[[.," p. 257. 
2 3 4 FGT I p. 125. JHS, p. 202. Cf. GM, pp. 137-140. 
5GM, p. 135. 6rbid. I p. 140. 
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analysis, criticize his choice of the one probability over the opposing one. But 
when Taylor "picks and chooses" which stories are to be trusted according to the 
criterion of eyewitness control, then his position is none too strong. When, for 
instance, Taylor decides that Mk. 6:30-7:37 and 8:1-26 form a literary doublet, 
he may, through this rationalizing away of one set of miracles, reduce the com-
plexities of the Markan sequence, but he does so at the expense of the control of 
eyewitness testimony upon the Gospel tradition. 1 Again, when Taylor decides that 
the importance of the Mission of the Twelve had long been forgotten by the time the 
Gospels were written, considerating how central Taylor makes this event to his 
whole life and ministry of Jesus, it strikes at the very heart of what confidence can 
be laid in Ji..UTOTTTIJ5 testimony. 2 Furthermore, when on smaller issues Taylor 
puts too much emphasis upon these "vivid touches, n his fluctuation on this problem 
is all too evident. 
On the other hand, Nineham•s explanation for this problem is not any more 
acceptable, but, perhaps, it is more consistent. Nineham•s solution is along the 
more radical form-critical lines. He suggests that some of the "vivid detailsu could 
equally well be attributed to theological interests of the evangelists; and he even 
goes so far as to suggest that a misunderstanding of the Aramaic original may account 
for some of these life-like detai Is. 3 Then, in a summary statement, which enables 
us to understand the direction in which Nineham is moving and the nature of his 
1cf. GM, pp. 628-632. 2 Cf. LMJ, p. 110. 
3Nineham, "Eye-Witness Testimony ••• I.," pp. 21-23. 
complaint against Taylor, he said: 
If it is i I legitimate to press the detai Is with the Gospel 
stories, or the connexions between the stories, as 
biographically accurate, and if there are a number of 
undecided questions about the claims and consciousness 
of Jesus, the coup de grace is finally given to the 1 
attempt to wnte a Ji'[ife 11 of Jesus in the modern sense. 
Thus, it comes out that Nineham•s disagreement stems from a different way of 
viewing history and the Gospels. If, as Nineham holds, the proper perspective 
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is that of Oilthey, Collingwood, and J. M. Robinson, then Taylor•s whole reliance 
upon eyewitnesses control of the tradition is misguided. 
It would seem that Taylor has not fully worked out the tension which exists 
in his attempt to mediate two opposed positions. On one side, he suggests that 
11something like half the contents of Mark 112 can be traced to the source indicated 
by Papias, Peter 1s eyewitness testimony, yet on the other side Taylor agrees with 
form-criticism 1s basal assumption that the tradition circulated in isolated units, 
the interconnections of which are not at all guaranteed. And, even though 
Taylor•s preference for an answer to the question: What kind of a writing is a 
Gospel?, moves in the area of some historical intention in contrast to Nineham•s 
inclination to regard a Gospel from a topical, theological, typological 
perspective; yet, however the final probability is decided, the fact remains that 
Taylor•s position on the influence of o~.lholTTOl during the Gospel writing 
period is open to the charge of inconsistency. 
1Nineham, 11Eye-Witness Testimony ••• [11., 11 p. 256. 
211 Mark 1s Use of Gospel Tradition, 11 p. 30. 
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Looking back over this study•s assessment of Taylor•s possible contribution 
to New Testament studies in the area of form-criticism, the finding is in favor of 
a probable positive verdict of some direct contribution and even more indirect 
influence through Taylor•s interpretive summarization of the method and its 
purpose. This appraisal is ventured despite the formidable negative criticisms 
leveled against Taylor and also despite areas of apparent vulnerability within 
Taylor•s form-critical theory and methodology. Furthermore, since this working 
tool of bibli ca I methodology is sti II in its constructive infancy, the possibility 
exists that the future direction of form-critical study may draw some of its guide-
lines from Taylor•s early and influential critique and revised form-critical theory. 
Thus, at least for British and American New Testament scholarship, Taylor1s 
efforts in this area constitute a probable contribution to New Testament studies. 
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C. Soteriology 
Before the sacrificial theory of the Atonement itself is taken up, a critique 
concerning the closely connected problem of the Passion sayings is necessary. 
They are not only crucial to Taylor 1s interpretation of the purpose Jesus intended 
his death to serve, but they are also the foundation of much that is claimed for 
the whole sacrificial theory. 
1. The Validity of the Passion Sayings 
When Taylor wrote in New Testament Studies in 1955, 1 he indicated that 
the division within New Testament scholarship between those who regarded the 
Passion sayings as vaticinia ~ eventu and those who accepted their basic genuine-
ness was, on the whole, 11nicely balanced. n2 However, it would seem that Taylor•s 
estimate accords considerable weight to the more silent part of New Testament 
scholarship, for it is certainly true that, seemingly, the more prolific writers 
in the present era are those who take a fairly dim view of the genuineness of 
those sayings. 
a) A Negative Appraisal of 
Their Validity 
Certain significant New Testament scholars assure us that the Passion 
sayings are too precise, could never have been uttered by Jesus of Nazareth, 
and must be assigned to the creative afterthoughts of the primitive community. 
111The Origin of the Markan Passion-Sayings,n 1 (1954-55), 159-167. 
2 tbid, 1 P• 167, 
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So, even though to Bultmann•s challenging querry: 11Aber kann ein Zweifel doran 
sein, doss sie aile vaticinia ~ eventu sind?rr, 1 Taylor•s reply is 11Yes, 11 never-
theless, there is a considerable segment of New Testament scholarship which 
replies 11 No. •• Who some of these are and what are some of their reasons for this 
negative finding are the tasks of this particular section. 
Bultmann first claims our attention. After declaring the Passion sayings 
to be prophecies after the event, Bultmann went on to point out that these 
particular sayings do not mention the Parousia; those which do mention that 
climatic event (Mk. 8:38, 13:26f., and 14:62), conversely, omit anything 
regarding the Son of Man•s death and resurrection. Thus, Bultmann decides that 
the Parousia sayings are older and may be attributed to Jesus, while the Passion 
sayings, which are lacking in the Q source, are assigned to the inventiveness 
of the Hellenistic Church. 2 
Gunther Bornkamm follows much the same line. His positivism is commend-
able, if less than self-authenticating. Of the Parousia group of Son of Man 
sayings, Bornkamm asserts: nwe can assume with certainty, however, that Jesus 
himself spoke in this manner of the coming of the Son of man .... 3 However, and 
once again in line with Bultmann•s contention, that coming Son of man was not 
1sultmann, Theologie des Neue Testament (3. Aufl., 1958), p. 31. 
2sultmann, Theology of the New Testament, [, 29-30. 
3Gunther Bornkamm, Jesus of Nazareth, tr. [rene and Fraser Mcluskey 
with James M. Robinson (London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1960), p. 228. 
connected with the person of the historical Jesus, Bornkamm can conclude: J'l 
consider it probable that the historical Jesus never used the title 'Son of man' 
1 
for himself. 11 
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John Knox is also in basic agreement with this line of thought. He regards 
the suffering Son of /lkln concept as /lklrk's contribution to the primitive tradition. 
For, while Knox admits that the creative fusion of the Servant and the Son of ~n 
must go back to either Jesus or the primitive Church, 2 he decides that this 
particular concept, 11the death of the Son of~~ "3 does not go back to Jesus. 
Furthermore, as an argument against the validity of the Passion sayings, Knox states: 
11What seems morbid and unnatural is the choice of such a death, the purpose to 
suffer it, which are commonly attributed to him. 114 Then, noting Taylor's claim 
that Jesus looked upon his own death as that of "the suffering redeemer, 11 Knox 
asked: 11 ls it compatible with the mental health of the man Jesus? 115 Knox' 
1tbid. 1 P• 230. 
2 John Knox, The Death of Christ (London: Collins, 1959), p. 106. 
3 tbid. I p. 104. 
4 1bid. 1 P• 75. 
51bid., p. 76. Knox might have had Taylor's own answer to this question, 
if he had noticed what Taylor had said earlier in a different, yet similar, context. 
Speaking of Mk. 14::24, Taylor insisted: 11 [t is not a question of what 'a Palestinian 
or Galilean Jew' would be likely to suggest, but of what might be commanded by 
a Jew who believed himself to be the Son of /W::Jn destined to suffer on behalf of 
the 'many. 111 (JHS, p. 134). 
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answer is JJNo. "1 
D. M. Baillie would seem to stand toward Taylor's side of the critical 
trend just chronicled. While Baillie admits that in some way "it was given Him by 
faith to grasp the divine purpose that would use His death for the salvation of 
sinners ••• , "2 yet it was by human faith that this consciousness was achieved. 
Nevertheless, Baillie was willing to go further than the implications of Knox' 
position, for as Baillie concluded: 
As He saw His death approaching He applied to Himself the 
words of Deutero-lsaiah about the death of the Servant of 
the Lord, which do not seem ever to have been applied to 
the Messiah before. 3 
1 However, it should be pointed out that there is an unassimulated surd in 
Knox' position. When confronted with the possibility that Jesus might have thought 
of himself as the Danielic Son of Man, and when there is attributed to Jesus "a 
consciousness of unique virtue," Knox found both to be unacceptable. nA sane 
person," concluded Knox, "not to say a good person, just could not think of him-
self in such a way 0 (p. 65). First, there is the obvious peril of modernizing Jesus 
involved here, as Knox later admitted (p. 68). Second, this mechanistic view of 
man is only convenient for his view of Jesus intermittently. Third, after Knox has 
thrown all the traditional categories--Messiah, Son of Man, and Servant--out the 
door, he permits precisely what he desires to enter by way of the window when he 
closes with the assumption that "there was something extraordinary and unique in 
the consciousness of Jesus, and that later christological development simply cannot 
be historically understood unless that 'something' is taken into account 11 (p. 109). 
It does not seem at all justifiable to deny the possibility of a unique consciousness 
at one point and then a few pages later insist that this usomethingu (which even 
Taylor is willing to call simply a "plus" /NJ, p. 707} is required to appreciate 
the Person of Jesus Christ. - -
20. M. Baillie, God Was in Christ (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 
1948), p. 183. 
3lbid., pp. 185-186. On the uniqueness of this fusion of the Servant with 
the Son of Man (interpreted messianically}, however, both Bultmann, Theology of 
the New Testament, I, 31,and Knox, The Death of Christ, p. 106,agree. 
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Closer to Taylor's concept of the Passion sayings is the recent article by 
D. M. Beck. Speaking to this point, Beck affirmed that rr Jesus anticipated his 
passion and found in it the deep mystery of God's wi II, in behalf of the sins of 
'many' 
• • • • 
And, finally, a considered opinion of some weight was cast in favor of 
Taylor's confidence that the Passion sayings can be used with positive results. 
Wi IIi am J. Wolf, in connection with praising Taylor's Jesus and His Sacrifice, 
specifically its more moderate form-critical handling of the Passion sayings, had 
this to say: 
There is today a growing consensus that we can 
achieve a fairly reliable knowledge of how Jesus looked 
at the meaning of his mission. • • • There has not yet 
been any convincing refutation of his (Taylor's) main 
thesis from the other side. That thesis is that we can 
know certain definite things that Jesus taught about his 
approaching death. 2 
Furthermore, Wolf follows Taylor's argument quite closely, that is, Wolf concluded 
that nJesus himself (and not merely the early Church) spoke of his activity as 
sacrificial action.ac3 Beyond that, the degree to which Wolf echoed Taylor's 
presentation of the relationship of the Passion sayings to the fuller doctrine of the 
Atonement is impressive. Wolf stated: 
lo. M. Beck, "The Passion," IDB, Ill, 663. 
2wi1Iiam J. Wolf, No Cross, No Crown: A Study of the Atonement 
(Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, & Company, Inc., 1957), p. 23. 
31bi d. , p. 69. 
Jesus apparently saw in the teaching of the Servant 
poems an explanation of how his great act of sacrifice done 
vicariously for others could still include them representatively 
in their response. 1 
This support for Taylor's explication of the meaning of the Passion sayings is 
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particularly noteworthy in light of Wolfls studied attempt in No Cross, No Crown 
to draw together comprehensively and inclusively the many varied patterns of 
thought concerning the Atonement. Viewed in this perspective, his hearty endorse-
ment of Taylor's findings concerning the Passion sayings is all the more significant. 
The movement of thought among the scholars just cited would seem to 
gravitate toward the more explicit position of Vincent Taylor in regard to the 
Passion sayings. There is, however, a definite movement in the other direction, 
that is, more radical in its tenets than Bultmann's stand. 
Hans Conzelmann, in a recent article on uJesus Christus, 112 has taken 
up a position which calls into question, not just two out of the three groupings 
of Son of Man sayings as in Bultmann•s case, but Conzelmann rejects all three 
groups as community theology read back into the life of Jesus. There were, accord-
ing to him, no genuine Son of Man utterances which originated with the Jesus of 
h. 3 tstory. 
1tbid. 1 P• 70. 
2oie Religion in Geschichte und Gegenwart, Ill, 619-654. 
3tbido 1 Ill, 630-631. 
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In R. H. Fuller's survey of the status of New Testament studies in 1960,1 
he traced the Bultmannian influence on the Passion sayings upon Bornkamm and 
Knox. Further, he mentioned the "left-wing Bultmannians11--Kas'emann, Conzelmann, 
and Vielhauer--who, as has already been shown to be the case with Conzelmann, 
deny the validity of all three groups of the Son of Man sayings, thus even surpass-
ing their teacher Bultmann. The interesting thing about Fuller's survey, and 
perhaps what is significant about it in relation to Taylor's position, is that Fuller 
never even brings into the discussion the less radical treatments of the Son of Man 
sayings, that is, those which accept two or even three groups of these sayings. 2 
From a II this there would seem to emerge the suggestion of a continuum 
regarding the genuineness of the Son of Man sayings, specifically concerning the 
validity of the Passion sayings. And, even though this brief survey has not sought 
substantiating evidence from the other more conservative viewpoint, i. e., even 
to the 0 right 11 of Taylor, it seems reasonable to represent much of the contemporary 
scholarship as somewhat skeptical of the Taylor-type of treatment for the Son of 
Man sayings and, in particular, the Passion sayings. The continuum (if it exists) 
would seem to run in this fashion:- Vielhauer, Kasemann, and Conzelmann-to-
Bultmann-to-Bornkamm and Knox-to-Baillie-to-Taylor. Of course, this is only 
a sampling of current opinion, and it omits such variations as E. Schweitzer and 
1 Reginald H. Fuller, The New Testament in Current Study (New York: 
Charles Scribner's Sons, 1962). The lectures were delivered during 1960. 
2Jbid. 1 PP• 37-45. 
332 
J. A. T. Robinson, who deny validity to the Parousia Son of Man sayings, but yet 
accept the ••this world 11 directed Son of Man sayings. 1 Nevertheless, even this 
sampling of opinion seems to suggest that currently Taylor•s defense of the validity 
of the Passion sayings is little heeded. However, there are a few things which can 
be said in favor of Taylor•s position on this topic, and that is the subject of the 
next section. 
b) Taylor1s Positive Appraisal 
of Their Validity 
While it is unnecessary to repeat the earlier summary of Taylor•s basic 
position on this point (see earlier pp. 126-131), in view of the negative reception 
these Passion sayings have been accorded by the scholars just mentioned, it is 
reasonable to indicate some possible strengths of Taylor•s stand and to indicate 
how crucial this particular complex of ideas is to his whole sacrificial theory of 
the Atonement. 
When Taylor wrote on this topic in 1955, he suggested that blandly to 
label the Passion sayings as vaticinia ex eventu falls under the category of one of 
the 11shibboleths of a passing day.n2 However, as has already been indicated, 
Taylor•s status as a prophet on this issue is none too secure. A sizable segment 
of New Testament scholarship continues to regard them as prophecies after the 
1cf. John A. T. Robinson, Jesus and His Coming (London: SCM Press, 
Ltd. 1 1957). 
2nThe Origin of the Markan Passion-Sayings, 11 p. 167. 
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event; however, it must be admitted, as Taylor pointed out, that to accept 
the basic validity of the Passion sayings does have the strength of simplicity. 1 
On the other hand, the increasing lack of unanimity on this issue as some move 
even beyond Bultmann's scepticism threatens to become so complicated and 
involves such a radical estimate of the basic historical value of the Gospel tradi-
tion that even a minimal degree of accord seems beyond possibility. It should 
be admitted that whether or not Taylor's interpretation of these Son of Man 
sayings is valid, it is to his credit that he genuinely struggles with all three 
groupings of such sayings, and, despite the questionable manner in which he 
inverts their sequence, Taylor does wrestle with greater fidelity to the sources 
as he undertakes to make some meaning out of the given evidence, rather than 
somewhat gratuitously dismissing one, two, or even three of those groupings. 
Thus, regardless of Taylor's particular set of critical conclusions, there might 
exist within his reemphasis upon the necessity of dealing seriously with all the 
evidence some degree of continuing contribution to New Testament studies in 
the future. 
Moreover, it must be recognized that for Taylor the decision in favor of 
Jesus• having been influenced by the Servant-conception remains crucial to 
whether or not the sacrificial category is a legitimate way of understanding the 
Atonement. Now, it could be argued that, as in the case of those who recognize 
Jesus as Messiah without at the same time acknowledging that Jesus had a 
llbid. 
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messianic consciousness, the sacrificial theory of the Atonement could stand 
regardless of the decision concerning the.:.:_ eventu nature of the Passion sayings. 
But, in Taylor•s case, this attempt is not made. Rather, he holds that Jesus saw 
11abiding values 11 in sacrificial worship, and "this conclusion raises a presumption 
in favour of the view that Jesus thought of His death in terms of sacrifice. nl 
This, then, is a point of vital importance to the foundation of the 
sacrifi cia I theory, and it is perhaps a tribute to Taylor•s recognition of the basal 
significance of the Passion sayings that he has continued to support their genuine-
ness on down to the present. That is not to say that Taylor has consciously felt it 
necessary to bolster the sagging columns of the sacrificial theory by renewed effort 
to uphold the validity of the Passion sayings, rather Taylor•s earliest book on the 
topic--Jesus and His Sacrifice--began with the study of those sayings and provided 
the basic legitimization for the whole sacrificial category. Therefore, it is under-
standable that he has continued to defend their genuineness, since Taylor holds 
that such an understanding of Jesus is consistent with what can be known about the 
Jesus of hi story. 2 
It is not as if Taylor uncritically accepted the Passion sayings as they now 
stand. On the contrary, as said earlier, he thinks that Mk. 10:33-34 11in its 
precision • • • is a vaticinium ex eventu. 113 Furthermore, the specific quotation 
1 JHS, p. 74. Taylor followed this claim with this questionable statement: 
11There can be no doubt at all that Jesus Himself understood its (His deeth's} mean-
ing in terms of sacrifice. n 
2cf. JHS, p. 276. 3 GM, p. 437. 
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of lsa. 53:12 in Lk. 22:37 is also open to suspicion, since it does not accord with 
the otherwise allusive reference to the Old Testament so typical of Jesus• usage 
of Scripture. 1 Again, Matthew•s amplifications of the Marken account are similarly 
open to objection. However, when these critical provisos have been made, Taylor 
still ends up with a sizable amount of tradition which he assigns to Jesus as the most 
probable source. Thus, he can claim that for those who take up the challenge 
of viewing the Passion sayings positively, that is, not as vaticinia .::_ eventu, 
such scholars are fortified by their "refusal to believe that Gospel tradition was 
no more than a mass of isolated items and by their conviction that the primitive 
community contained ear- and eye-witnesses. J•2 Hence, Taylor•s conclusion 
evidences the excluding possibilities of form-criticism, yet, in the final analysis, 
his form-critical theory substantiates an~ priori confidence in the Gospel tradi-
tion and its intimate connection at crucial points to authentic eyewitnesses. 
Therefore, Taylor•s confidence in the validity of the Passion sayings stems 
basically from two considerations. One has to do with his insistence that, since 
communities do not create sayings (only individuals do that), it is more probable 
to attribute this creative insight to Jesus himself. The second is Taylor•s contention 
that this Servant motif had become progressively less used following the ministry 
of Jesus, and so, except for some signs of its influence in the primitive sermons 
in Acts, the Gospel era had largely moved on to other concepts regarding the 
lcf. liThe Origin of the Marken Passion-Sayings/1 p. 164. 
21bid. 1 Po 167. 
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Person and Work of Jesus. From this, Taylor concludes that the current interests 
of the Gospel writing era (A. D. 60-100) presuppose an earlier impetus. That 
origin Taylor finds in Jesus' own understanding as he 11faced the certainty of His 
death, and had His own interpretation of its meaning. n 1 
It would seem reasonable to conclude that Taylor's defense of the origin 
of the Passion sayings within the consciousness of Jesus represents a position which 
has the strength of simplicity. However, Taylor's conservative estimate does not 
seem to have stimulated much in the way of simi lor explanations. For, as it 
seems to stand at this time, the most vocal segment within New Testament 
scholarship has largely abandoned attributing any basic genuineness to these 
crucial sayings; and Taylor's 11half-way 11 position stands, but seemingly ignored. 
So it is that Taylor's possible contribution inhabits that lonely wasteland of a 
protest, and even though that protest is articulate and logical, time and 
circumstance prevent attributing to it anything more than a reasonable alternative 
to the prevailing opinion of relative scepticism concerning Jesus as the provenance 
for the lv\arkan Passion sayings. 
2. The Sacrificial Theory of the Atonement 
Vicarious, representative, and sacrificial are the trademarks of Taylor's 
particular presentation of the sacrificial theory of the Atonement. One cannot 
read very widely in this area without meeting up with Taylor's direct influence 
upon modern scholarship's attempt to answer the perennial question= Why did 
Jesus die? 
1ee, p. 17. 
a) Taylor's Theory in 
Hi stori ca I Perspective 
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Taylor's contention is that, although the sacrificial theory of the Atone-
ment has not been explicated as thoroughly or been as widely acknowledged down 
through history as various other theories, yet if finds its origin within Jesus' own 
intention and within the New Testament's interpretation of that event. Further-
more, Taylor's attempt is not a work begun de~' rather it follows upon the 
labors of various scholars; consequently, Taylor should not be considered as the 
originator of a "new 11 theory of the Atonement, but he does rightly merit the 
praise and honor consistent with his recognition of the strengths of this theory, 
his thorough investigation of the evidence in light of that theory, and his lucid 
and attractive explication of the theory to a new position of precision and of 
relevance to the contemporary Christian Church. 1 
To trace the historical origins of the sacrificial theory of the Atonement, 
according to Taylor, one must begin with Jesus himself. Then the next source 
is the New Testament's understanding of the purpose of Jesus' death, which, as it 
should be remembered, Taylor recognizes as interpretation, but interpretation does 
not necessarily presuppose distortion. Next occurred an eclipse of this insight 
into understanding the Atonement largely due to misconceptions surrounding the 
rationale of sacrifice, and throughout the manifold explanations of the purpose 
of Christ's death down through the succeeding centuries--deification, ransom 
lwolf declared: 11The clearest restoration of the sacrificial theory has 
been achieved in our day by Vincent Taylor" (p. 121). 
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(satisfaction), substitution, imputation, and moral influence--the sacrificial theory 
was less and less prominent. It may be, as Taylor contends, that it was only after 
modern research into comparative religions with the subsequent discovery of a 
morally defensible theory of the roots of the sacrificial concept that a rationale 
was once again established for the New Testament theory of Christ•s death as a 
sacrifice. 
Taylor•s own reconstruction of a sacrificial view of the Atonement builds 
upon the works of many others. 1 From J. Mcleod Campbell 1s The Nature of the 
Atonement, 2 Taylor took over Campbell's concept of Christ's 11perfect Amen in 
humanity to the judgment of God on the sin of man. 113 This was Campbell's 
manner of expressing his confidence that Christ responded to God•s claim for man•s 
obedience with ua perfect repentance in humanity for all the sin of man,--a perfect 
sorrow--a perfect contrition ••• , 114 with all that was required for a perfect 
repentance, excepting, of course, the personal sense of sin. Thus Campbell could 
go on to speak of Christ•s death as "a moral and spiritual sacrifice for sin. u5 
Surprisingly, Horace Bushnell provided added impetus to Taylor•s theory. 6 
Bushnell's main emphasis was to reject the forensic theory of the Atonement, but, 
1For a glimpse at the books of pivotal importance to his evolving concept 
of Christ•s death as The sacrifice, cf. 11The Best Books on the Atonement, 11 ET, 48 
(1936-37), 267-273:-v;hich was expanded in length {but excluded Mozley's work) 
as Chapter VII in The Cross of Christ. 
25th ed.; London: Macmi lion and Co., (1856) 1878. 
31bid., p. 117. 41bid., PP· 117-118. 51bid., p. 261. 
6Horace Bushnell, The Vicarious Sacrifice (2 vols.; New York: Charles 
Scribner•s Sons, (}86q 1903). 
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contrary to the illusion that Bushnell ended up as an Abelardian, he claimed some 
11objective" merit to Christ's death. For as Bushnell said: uHe fulfilled the analogy 
of the ancient sacrifice; serving like uses, only in a higher key, and in a more 
perfect manner, with a more complete lustral effect. "1 And, in line with what 
Taylor later declared concerning the Abelardian theory, that is, 11it is the prole-
gomena to the doctrine of the Atonement, not the doctrine itself, rr2 Bushnell found 
within the sacrificial category plenty of room for the prevenient love of God. In 
Bushnell's classic statement (which Taylor only quotes in part): 
Nay, there is a cross in God before the wood is seen upon 
Calvary; hid in God's own virtue itself, struggling on 
heavily in burdened feeling through all the previous ages, 
and struggling as heavily now even in the throne of the 
worlds. This, too, exactly, is the cross that our Christ 
crucified reveals and sets before us. 3 
So, Bushnell's concept of a vicarious sacrifice also provided grist for Taylor's mill. 
From R. C. Moberly, 4 Taylor borrowed the concept of 11the sacrifice of 
supreme penitence. 11 Furthermore, Taylor considers that this was strengthened 
by Moberly's contention that only the sinless can be truly repentant, since only 
Christ could, in proportion to his own sinlessness, perceive the ultimate fact of 
sin. 5 Again, Taylor praised Moberly's insistence that the work of the Holy Spirit 
and the importance of the sacraments be intimately tied in with the Atonement. 
1Ibid., I, 470. 2 ANTT I p. 204. 3 Bushnell, I, 73. 
4Atonement and Personality (London: John Murray, ~90.!71924). 
scf. ibid., PP· 129-130. 
Of this Taylor declared: 11This extension of the personal aspects of faith to its 
communal expression in worship and sacramental communion is a necessary and 
permanent contribution to the doctrine of the Atonement. ul 
But, it would seem that by far the most influential of all upon Taylor's 
340 
theory of the Atonement was James Denney. Previously, Taylor's debt of gratitude 
to Denney's The Death of Christ was brought out (see earlier p. 6 ) , but it is 
to Denney's The Christian Doctrine of Reconci liation2 that Taylor traced even 
greater influence. One insistence of Denney's was that Christ's sufferings were 
penal in only a specific sense, that is, as Denney phrased it: 
That while the agony and the Passion were not penal in the 
sense of coming upon Jesus through a bad conscience, or 
making Him the personal object of divine wrath, they were 
penal in the sense that in that dark hour He had to realize 
to the full the divine reaction against sin in the race in 
which He was incorporated •••• 3 
A second emphasis of Denney's which Taylor took up was the uobjective" nature 
of the Atonement. As Denney finely stated it: 
The world with Christ and His Passion in it is a different 
place from the world without Christ and His Passion in 
1 CC, p. 80. 
2New York: George H. Doran, 1918. This is comprised of The Cunningham 
lectures for 1917. 
31bid., p. 273. Actually, although Taylor does not mention this, Denney 
was somewhat ambivalent on this position, for earlier in that same book (p. 262) 
Denney had insisted that "the burden Christ bore under the inspiration of His love 
cannot be described as penal, 11 and later on that same page he repeated 11in no 
sense penal." Logically, there must exist a difference between 11in no sense penal" 
and "they were pena I. 11 
it. • • • Christ and His Passion constitute an objective 
atonement, and that it is on the basis of this that men are 
reconciled to God. 1 
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That these two facets of Taylor's theory owe much to Denney is admitted by Taylor 
and can be verified readily by a perusal of Taylor's sacrificial theory of the Atone-
ment. 
When F. C. N. Hicks wrote The Fullness of Sacrifice in 1930,2 Taylor, 
looking back, declared that 1Ea new path was opened by Bishop Hicks in a work 
which interprets the Atonement in terms of Old Testament ideas of sacrifice and 
brings the Christian Eucharist into the closest connexion with it. 113 This presenta-
tion of the Old Testament concept of sacrifice with its emphasis upon the idea of 
blood as 111ife surrendered in death 11 claimed Taylor's enthusiastic support and 
provided a basic foundation for the sacrificial theory. And so, Hicks' dictum: 
11The surrender of life is the underlying principle, or the chief point of emphasis, 
of the sin-offering, 114 which came in conjunction with the research efforts of 
several other scholars during the early part of this century, enabled a more fully 
ethical view of the Atonement to co-exist with a sacrificial theory of Christ's death. 
Emi I Brunner was also formative in Taylor's evolving concept of the Atone-
ment. Der Mittler was written in 1927 and stated explicitly a rationale for the 
1Jbid., p. 236. Or phrased another way, Denney declared: 11Reduced to 
its simplest expression, what an objective atonement means is that but for Christ 
and His Passion God would not be to us what He is 11 (p. 239). 
2 3 3rd ed.; London: S.P.C.K., 1953. CC, p. 82. 
4Hicks, p. 233. 
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sacrificial theory. Brunner said that J'the idea of sacrifice, the idea of equivalence," 
allows man to take seriously both the wrath of God and God's sacrificial love. Then, 
in a fine statement, Brunner declared: 
God alone can make this sacrifice. He alone can 
expiate, can ucover" gui It as though it had never been; He 
alone can stop up the hole, fill up the trench; for there is 
something infinite about sin. . • • Thus in the New Testa-
ment the Cross of Christ is conceived as the self-offering of 
God. It is God who does it, it is God Himself who suffers, 
it is God who takes the burden upon Himself. 1 
The strongest influences apparent upon Taylor's sacrificial theory of the 
Atonement are those of Campbell, Moberly, and Denney; and Taylor is not sparing 
in his acknowledgment of indebtedness to them. However, Taylor's particular 
theory, known by its threefold emphasis--vicarious, representative, and sacrificial--
is not a patchwork of these earlier efforts, but rather, it involved an independent 
reworking of the New Testament evidence in light of the sacrificial principle, and 
it issued in a specific theory of the Atonement that is characteristically Taylor's. 
b) Critical Reaction to Taylor's 
SOcrifi cia I Theory 
(1) Some Signs of Taylor's Influence 
Since the sacrificial theory is not exclusively Taylor's, J. G. Riddell could 
say: 11This idea of sacrifice which has never been absent from the Church's thought 
concerning the Atonement ••• has received fresh emphasis in our time 11 through 
Taylor's efforts. 2 Furthermore, as Sherman Johnson noted, Taylor's presentation 
lHeinrich Emil Brunner, The Mediator, tr. Olive Wyon (New York: The 
Macmillan Co., 1934), pp. 482-483. 
2 J. G. Riddell, Review of The Atonement in New Testament Teaching, 
by Vincent Taylor, ET, 52 (1940-41 , 
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of this sacrificial theory 11approximates that of Moberly , 111 yet R. W. Stewart claims, 
in its clarification, expansion, and restatement, Taylor•s presentation 11would 
challenge this generation as Denney challenged his to come to terms with the full 
implications of the gospel. a 2 
Some early evidences of Taylor•s influence can be seen in the allusive 
usage of his conclusions by F. W. Dillistone3 and D. M. Baillie. 4 However, 
in both of these cases, Taylor•s full position is not espoused. 
A. M. Hunter considered that Taylor had proved his point in The Atone-
ment in New Testament Teaching where Taylor rrshowed that, despite all varieties 
of approach, there was an essential unity about New Testament teaching concern-
ing the Atonement. u5 In addition, Hunter accepted outright Taylor•s definition 
for justification6 and ample evidence of Taylor•s direct influence in the area is 
evident throughout Hunter•s writings. 7 
1 Sherman E. Johnson, Review of Forgiveness and Reconciliation: A Study 
in New Testament Theology, by Vincent Taylor, Anglican Theological Review, 
24 (1942) 1 367 o 
2R. W. Stewart, Review of Forgiveness and Reconciliation: A Study in 
New Testament Theology, by Vincent Taylor, ET, 53 (1941-42), 54. 
3The Significance of the Cross (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1944), 
pp. 61-6 • 
4God Was In Christ, pp. 133f. and 189n. 
5Hunter, Interpreting the New Testament: 1900-1950, p. 138. 
61nterpreting Paul 1s Gospel (london: SCM Press, Ltd., 1954}, p. 26. 
7cf. Introducing New Testament Theology (London: SCM Press, Ltd., 
1957) 1 P• 47 o 
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The Church historian Robert T. Handy, when writing on 11 How God Over-
comes Sin: Atonement and Justification, n 1 declared, as is quite typical for many 
writers who reflect Taylor•s influence, that rrchrist•s climatic work is vicarious, 
representative, and sacrificial in nature. 1;;. Even more significantly, Handy 
suggested that in Taylor•s development of the themes of sacrifice and expiation 
a fourth major theory of the Atonement is presently emerging. 3 Handy's meaning 
is that the sacrificial theory is rapidly moving to the place where it occupies a 
para I lei position to the other three rna jor theories of the Atonernent--11classi c 11 
view, Anselrn•s, and Abelard 1s. 4 
Oscar Cullrnann 1s recent article on the 11 Death of Christn5 puts a great 
deal of emphasis upon the nature of that death as vicarious, and his attention to 
the sacrificial nature of Christ•s death almost crowds rival interpretations out of 
1 Great Themes in Theology, ed. Lynn Leavenworth (Phi !adelphia: The 
Judson Press, 1958). 
2tbid. 1 P• 143. 31bido 1 PP• 131-132. 
41t would seem that many, if not most, writers on this topic classify the 
older theories according to three groupings. For example, Harold DeWolf, A 
Theology of the Living Church (rev. ed.; New York: Harper & Brothers, Pub-
lishers, 1960), pp. 260-264 lists them according to three general headings--
Dualistic Doctrines, Doctrines of Substitutionary Atonement, and Moral Theories--
while Taylor himself separates the Anselrnic 11Satisfaction Theory 11 from the 
Reformers uForensi c Theory 11 to come out with four older types--Ranson Theory, 
Satisfaction Theory, Theory of Revelation, and the Forensic Theory (cf. CC, 
pp. 71-72). 
5lDB, I, 804-808. 
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h. 1 1 s coverage. 
Perhaps one of the most able supporters of Taylor's particular sacrificial 
theory is William J. Wolf. Although Wolf ultimately decides upon a mosaic of 
theories of the Atonement, it would be fair to say that he accords Taylor's theory 
a particularly cordial treatment. For instance, when coming to a summarization 
of the New Testament's teaching regarding the Atonement, rather than coining 
his own summary, he chose to quote in full Taylor's seven point one. 2 In 
addition, Wolf listed five basic strengths inherent within the sacrificial theory. 3 
First, that theory stress the continuity between Christ's life and death, whereas 
some other theories tend to focus almost entirely upon his death. Second, Wolf 
claims that the sacrificial theory novercomes the unnatural separation between 
supposedly 'objective• and 'subjective• theories by emphasizing the 'givenness• 
of the atoning act and likewise the needed response of believers in faith-union 
with Christ and in sacramental participation •• .4 Third, the theory, particularly 
as set forth by Taylor1 surpasses the moral-influence theories in its insistence that 
the love of God is revealed by means of a redemptive act of God. Fourth, Wolf 
contends that the sacrificial theory 11gives an intelligible explanation to the 
1 Bibliographies to such articles are always somewhat indicative. 
Interestingly enough, Cullmann lists only three books: Denney's The Death of 
Christ, Taylor's The Atonement in New Testament Teaching, and Knox 1 The 
Death of Christ. -
2Wolf, pp. 90-91. He quotes from Taylor's ANTT, p. 182, which was 
cited earlier in this dissertation (pp. 134-135). 
3 4 Cf. Wolf, pp. 123-124. Ibid., p. 123. 
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military metaphor of victory which is at the heart of the Christus Victor theme, "l 
that is, the promised victory is only achieved as man himself responds to God 1s 
redeeming act. And, fifth, since, as in Hebrews, Christ is both priest and victim, 
the sacrificial theory of the Atonement unifies Christology and Soteriology. To 
prevent Wolfls high estimate of the sacrificial theory from seeming to be nothing 
but praise, it should be noted that he did list one weakness to the theory, but even 
that was minor. Wolf contends, that, despite all the efforts to dismiss pagan 
conceptions of sacrifice from the modem mind in connection with Jesus• sacrifice, 
nevertheless, popular misconceptions do pose a continuing threat to the proper 
understanding of the theory. 2 Then, in a closing statement in which Wolf stated 
his own preference for a combination of metaphors or theories of the Atonement 
rather than any single explanation, he, none the less, declared: '[It takes no 
special gift of prophecy to predict that it (the sacrificial theory) will gather 
strength and momentum in the current renaissance of biblical theology. u3 
Support of an indirect kind comes from two scho Iars who, a I though they do 
not acknowledge much direct influence, yet their own study has lead them to high-
light the sacrificial theory of the Atonement. The first of these is 0. C. Quick. 4 
He, like Taylor, considers the sacrificial theory to be a fourth major type of 
interpretation, and he, along with Taylor, prefers that sacrificial understanding of 
l[bid. 21bid., p. 124. 
31bid. The words in the parentheses are not Wolfls. 
4oliver Chase Quick, Doctrines of the Creed (London: Charles Scribner's 
Sons, /19387 1951). 
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Christ's death. But, although Quick considers the sacrificial theory as the 11most 
satisfactory 11 among the objective theories, yet in the end he attempts a fusion 
of all four types. 
1 
Herein he differs from Taylor in that Taylor desires to maintain 
the strengths of the competing theories, but he sees a great deal that cannot be 
reconciled, if all four types are blandly mixed together. On the other hand, 
Quick makes this combination, and it would seem that, by doing so, he compromises 
his choice of the sacrificial theory as the most satisfactory explanation. 2 
The second indirect supporter of Taylor's main thesis is Markus Barth. 3 
On the basis of the New Testament evidence, Barth, like Taylor, admits that the 
source for the sacrificial interpretation of Christ's death could have come from 
some unknown genius, 11a simultaneous flash of enlightenment coming to all early 
churches," or from Jesus himself. Barth settles upon Jesus as the most probable 
explanation. 4 He goes on to declare in language simi lor to Taylor's that Christ's 
death was not considered by the New Testament writers as u~ sacrifice, but The 
Sacrifice. nS Furthermore, 11only Christ's death is 'sacrificial. •u6 It would appear 
11bi d. I PP• 236-237 • 
2walter Marshall Horton, Christian Theology: An Ecumenical Approach 
{rev. and enlarged ed.; New York:: Harper & Brothers, 1958), pp. 186-187, 
accepts Quick's synthesis of the four types and prophesied that •tit certainly 
points toward a synthesis of views that would win wider assent than any one 
theory has ever foundn (p. 187). 
3
was Christ's Death a Sacrifice? {Scottish Journal of Theology Occasional 
Papers No. 9; Edinburgh: Oliver and Boyd, 1961). 
41bid. I P• 4. 51bid. I P• 48. 61bid. 
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that Quick's and Barth's labors, 1 although only indirectly influenced by Taylor, 
do add support to Taylor's main contention and can be considered in the nature of 
independent substantiations. 
More evidence could be presented to show that Taylor's sacrificial theory 
of the Atonement has met with considerable acceptance; even when it has not 
been so cordially received, often it has stimulated those who dissent to clarified 
presentations of their own theories, which sometimes take up into themselves 
some of Taylor's developed insights arising out of the sacrificia I theory. However, 
before drawing together this tentative appraisal of Taylor's efforts in the area 
of Soteriology, it is necessary to sample some continuing expressions of dissatisfac-
tion regarding the sacrificial theory. 
(2) Some Indications of 
Negative Reaction 
One thing is certain. The area of Soteriology is not today, nor has it 
been in the immediate past, one of the more active areas of concentration within 
New Testament studies. It is a topic which moves slowly, if at all. However, 
there are sufficient evidences forthcoming from some who have written recently 
on this topic that the sacrificial category, at least Taylor's explication of it, 
is less than overwhelming. 
1 L. S. Thornton's The Incarnate Lord is another independent statement of 
a sacrificial theory of the Atonement. 
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John Knox discusses theories of the Atonement under the heading of j•Myths 
and Meanings. n 1 His categories of 11victory, 11 11sacrifice, 11 and 11revelationn are 
equally true and indispensable, but they are also myths, in the sense of symbols, 
which have definite limitations in describing the rrwhole event•• which centered 
around the remembered death of Jesus. 2 Actually, Knox• disagreement is not 
specifically with Taylor or with any particular theory of the Atonement; it is with 
all theories. Knox contends that all theories seek to explain too much and border 
upon being presumptuous. 3 However, despite Knox• disclaimer, the way in which 
he undertakes to set forth how the cross came to mean what it does for the Church 
does not escape the status of a theory in its own right; thus, while Knox rejects 
all other theories as symbols pointing to the whole event which God made signifi-
cant, he, too, presents a way of understanding the meaning of Christ's death. 4 
1The Death of Christ, pp. 146-159. 
21bid. 1 P• 159. 
3Jbid. 1 P• 171. 
4 tt should be remembered that Gustaf Aulen, Christus Victor, tr. A. G. 
Hebert (New York: The Macmillan Co., 1958), pp. 157-159, also insists that he 
is defending the classic idea, not a theory or doctrine. And in so far as Knox' 
presentation promotes an idea or a motif, it, too, should be recognized as a 
rational construction. Furthermore, while, as Moberly (p. ix) said, incumbent 
upon all who interpret the Atonement is 11a certain duty of what has been called 
'reverent agnosticism,'" and, while Knox takes much the same line (pp. 170-
171), Taylor•s comment on this attitude is apropos to the effect that, while 
ultimately this is so, one must not too readily concede the task of interpreting, 
rather than rejecting, the New Testament's symbolical interpretation (CC, p. 28). 
350 
An almost point by point attempted refutation of Taylor 1s theory of the 
Atonement was undertaken by Leon Morris. 1 Morris admits that the representative 
idea of Christ•s death is 11widely recognized 11 and that "most scholars would affirm 
that there is no need of the substitutionary idea, all that is valuable in it being 
preserved in the concept of representation,n2 yet he argues that the substitutionary 
view of justification, although presently unpopular, should not be dismissed as 
11obscurantist. 113 So Morris contends, in opposition to Taylor-type interpretation, 
that the 11blood 11 does not mean rrthe life, 11 rather it 11signifies essentially the 
4 (\' L"\ death, 11 that ttv:Jl!'KeUooi.l in the New Testament should be taken as meaning 
propitiation rather than expiation, 5 so, although Morris• argument is not the 
setting forth of a particular theory of the Atonement, but is the prolegomena to 
that task, yet in almost all its tendencies it runs counter to Taylor•s concept. 
Whether or not Morris• effort should be regarded in the nature of a reversion must 
await time•s decision, but it is evident that it represents a competing view of the 
Atonement (more popular in the past than presently) and, as such, is consciously 
opposed to Taylor•s particular sacrificial theory. 
An attempted mediating position between the extremes of Taylor and Morris 
has been suggested by G. B. Mather. 6 Mather contends that 01there is a tension 
1The Apostolic Preaching of the Cross (London: The Tyndale Press, 1955). 
21bido I Po 278. 3!bido 1 P• 274. 4Ibid. 1 Po 122. 
51bid., pp. 126-129. 
6uAtonement: Representative or Substitutionary?, 11 Canadian Journal of 
Theology, 4 (1958), 266-272. 
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between Taylor the exegete and Taylor the theologian 11 because Taylor, while 
admitting that his view of representation is the better one, has some difficulty 
"d" II . f b . . 1 I M . I M h . avo1 mg a connotat1ons o su st1tut1on. n oms case, at er suggests 1ust 
the opposite, so he concluded:-
In short, Taylor emphasizes representation while 
giving a cautious and somewhat embarrassed recognition 
to substitution. Morris emphasizes substitution while 
taking only brief notice of representation.2 
Based on this observation, Mather calls for a both-and solution, since he considers 
the two concepts to be complementary and each guards against rran aberration 
that is all too apt to arise when the other holds the field. n3 
Unfortunately, Mather does not seem to appreciate the effort with which 
Taylor has disassociated himself from the substitutionary concept as Morris would 
set it forth. In particular, Taylor's guarded recognition of some overtones of 
substitutionary meaning (see earlier pp. 142-143) would seem unable to co-exist 
peacefully with Morris' theory. Taylor's view admits substitutionary categories 
in such a limited degree that Mather's suggested fusion of the two competing concepts 
would probably be unacceptable to Taylor. This seems to be the case, since the 
substitutionary viewpoint tends to open the way to an ethical fiction in the Atone-
ment and, if these two views are held in tension, strong probability arises that the 
substitutionary theory would threaten Taylor's assertion that the Atonement consists 
of "(a) the saving deed of Christ, and (b) the appropriation of His work by faith, 
11bid. 1 PP• 268-269 o 21bid. 1 P• 270. 31bid. 1 PP• 270-271. 
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both i ndi vi dua I and commune I. These two together constitute the Atonement. u 1 
The substitutionary category always threatens to swallow up the more delicately 
balanced representative theory. Therefore, rather than Mather's suggestion being 
a reasonable compromise, it would seem that, if carried through, the results would 
mean the rejection of Taylor's patiently defined differentiation between substitution 
and representation. Furthermore, it would seem that Mather has not fully under-
stood the degree to which Taylor has already worked the acceptable substitutionary 
overtones into his representative category, and, hence Mather's approach--
representation (Taylor) or substitution (Morris)--neglects too much of Taylor's 
sympathetic acceptance of certain truths inherent within the broader concept of 
substitution, and it overlooks Taylor's firm denial that substitution, as defined 
in the Morris-type view, is at all compatible with representation. 
Finally, a whole host of individuals could be chronicled who prefer one 
or another of the traditional three theories of the Atonement. Such opinion ranges 
from Auten's reassertion of the 0 classicrr idea all the way to C. L. Mitton's 
Abelardian concept of "a final gesture of love and mercy. 112 Thus, the diversity 
which has always characterized the doctrine of the Atonement does not seem to have 
been bridged by Taylor's sacrificial theory; on the contrary, the reassertion of one 
of the New Testament's views of Christ's death by Vincent Taylor's careful and 
detailed efforts has not at this time succeeded in reducing this diversity, if any-
1 CC, p. 88. 
2c. L. Mitton, 11Atonement,J' IDB, I, 313. 
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thing, by providing this fourth alternative in a manner of seeming acceptability 
and relevance to the twentieth centruy, Taylor may have contributed more fuel 
to the variety of theories. However, it is equally true that Taylor's emphasis upon 
the sacrificial theory may have forced a clarification of issues, so that, even in 
dissent to the sacrificial theory, some advance in the Church's understanding of 
Christ's death has come about. 
Even this brief sampling of divergent opinion should be sufficient to 
substantiate the obvious--the doctrine of the Atonement throughout Christian 
history and presently continues to display a dazzling diversity. However, it is 
only fair to repeat a definitive limitation acknowledged by Taylor and cited 
earlier: 
There is no category, not even the sacrificial category, 
which is sufficiently inclusive to include all the aspects 
of the doctrine. The Atonement can be elucidated by 
human analogies, but ultimately it can be compared 
with nothing else; in the last resort it is sui generis. 1 
None the less, the negative reaction to Taylor's sacrificial theory of the Atonement 
is as real as others• positive support of it; in this double fact resides the real 
possibility of Taylor's contribution to New Testament studies in the area of 
Soteriology. 
c) The Possible Contribution of 
Taylor's Sacrificial Theory 
Nearly all that has been said in this present section up to this point bears 
upon the possible contribution inherent within Taylor's sacrificial theory of the 
1 ANTT, p. 190. 
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Atonement. However, before closing this discussion a few remaining comments 
relative to some strengths and apparent weaknesses of that theory are pertinent. 
(1) Some Unresolved Problems 
The most evident point of vulnerability in Taylor•s theory is the theory•s 
basic premise, that is, can the New Testament evidence be relied upon to secure 
a finding that would 11 justify us in speaking of the Messianic work of Jesus as 
His Sacrifice 11 ? 1 Taylor submits that it can. However, this presupposes a great 
deal. Most important in this case is the whole question of the validity of the 
Gospels for a reconstruction of the self-consciousness of the historical Jesus. 
As has been shown (see earlier pp. 178-180), Taylor recognizes this real difficulty, 
yet he affirms the possibility of using the Gospels in this way. But, as is nearly 
everywhere evident on the New Testament scene today, this use of the Gospels is 
open to grave perils; and the basis of the sacrificial theory of the Atonement, 
resting as it does fundamentally upon Jesus• estimate of his relationship (personally 
and corporately) as a representative of God to man and of man to God, involves 
a great deal of the problems integral to the whole question of the legitimacy of 
any life of Jesus. Furthermore, while Taylor•s reconstruction of Jesus 1 self-
consciousness may be right (and this wi II be a concern of a later section), a large 
segment of New Testament scholarship has ca lied into question such attempts and, 
by the same token, calls into question the basal premise of Taylor 1s sacrificial 
theory of the Atonement. 
1 JHS, p. 297. 
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A second debatable point is one on which Taylor has repeatedly defended 
his theory, but one that is sti II open to objection. Without a doubt, Taylor 
rejects the idea of Christ's death as a substitute. 1 Furthermore, Taylor expresses 
the wish that he could part with the word 11penal, 11 but he cannot. Then it is that 
he repeatedly attempts to explain how Christ's suffering and death could be penal 
without being the personal object of the Father's wrath. Taylor charges that 
criticisms of this fine distinction rest on n:an imperfect psychology and a small 
knowledge of life. 112 However, this is precisely the problem with Taylor's distinc-
tion= it is too neatly psychologized. Thus, Taylor's presupposition runs: 
I believe also that it is possible for one who is not himself 
subject to that judgment (on sin) to endure some of its 
consequences in the lives of others, to bear, in this sense, 
the sin of others, and that this he must do, if he truly loves 
those upon whom, primarily, the judgment rests. 3 
But, to bridge the gap between Christ's sufferings on behalf of others and the 
concept of penal suffering takes some leap of speculation. 4 Nor is this to say 
that Taylor does not recognize the peril of rejecting substitution while continuing 
to retain the concept of penal suffering. He would prefer to jettison it, but he 
1 Cf. ANTI, pp. 85, 87, and 197; FR, pp. 205 and 212; CC, pp. 30-31, 
48, and 90; GM, p. 554; and PCNTT, p. 49. 
2 FR, p. 197. 
31bid., pp. 210-211. The words in the parentheses are not Taylor's. 
4Taylor admits that points of his theory--"Christ's self-offering as one of 
penitence, obedience, and submission to the will of God 11--are speculative 
(FR, p. 206n). 
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holds that to do so would be 11to purchase relief from the incubus of a word at the 
expense of truth itself, for there is a diamond point of truth in the penal aspect 
of Christ•s Sacrifice which resists the solvents of theological criticism. 111 There 
may be a way out of this difficulty. It is an explanation which Taylor has alluded 
to at times, and it concerns the concept of the suffering of the Father Himself. 
Of course, the spectre of Patripassianism arises, but the modern trend seems to 
allow some truth to this concept of God 1s personal involvement to the point of 
suffering with man in man•s sinful alienation. However, if Taylor were to proceed 
along this line, the word 11penal 11 is sti II questionable for an explanation of this 
intimate relatedness of God to the man Christ Jesus. But no matter how Taylor 
phrases it, vicarious penitence by him who knew no sin and penal suffering on the 
part of him who was well-pleasing to the Father is a difficult combination to digest. 
Taylor•s repeated forays on this surd may be evidence of an ultimately inexplicable 
element in the Atonement, but, then again, this particular rejection of substitution 
and retention of penal sufferings remain grounds for criticism of Taylor•s proposed 
theory of the Atonement. 
A final consideration to be touched upon here is the always open objection 
that, not only in the sacrificial theory•s detailed and intricate explication (so 
definite in comparison to the New Testament origins of that view}, but in Taylor1s 
spirited formulation and defense of that particular theory, the problem arises that 
it is made to appear too inclusive at the expense of the truth resident within some 
lu•Jesus and His Sacrifice•: A Rejoinder, 11 p. 52. 
357 
of the competing theories of the Atonement. Taylor does guard somewhat 
against this excess, but his strong insistence upon the sacrificial category, as 
the viewpoint from which the life and death of Christ is best understood, is the 
necessary enthusiasm of one who has seen enough truth in this theory to command 
his effort and assent to the degree that some of the other theories are given some-
what less merit than, in the long view of history, they deserve. This particular 
limitation is usually applicable a propounder, or in this instance, a restorer of 
a valued theory. In Taylor's case, it does not materially alter his conclusions, 
since he has been alert to this peril; nevertheless, despite his usual balance of 
judgment, at times his enthusiastic support of the sacrificial theory of the 
Atonement does threaten to eclipse a II riva Is to the extent that is not, in the 
long run, wholly desirable. 
Without doubt other issues could be raised to dispute Taylor's particular 
reading of the evidence, but that is not the primary purpose of this study. 
Therefore, with these three major areas of vulnerability suggested, what can be 
said concerning the possibility of Taylor's contribution to the area of Soteriology? 
(2) Some Points of Probable Contribution 
The evident usefulness of Taylor's labors in the field of Soteriology by 
supporters and opponents alike is, in itself, some positive evidence of a probable 
contribution to New Testament studies. Furthermore, if what S. E. Johnson has said 
concerning just one small part of Taylor's labor in this area--that Taylor's "interpretation 
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of justification is definitive 111 --were all that could be claimed, even then a finding 
in favor of Taylor's contribution would appear to be justified. There is, in addition, 
much praise that could be directed toward Taylor's efforts in elucidating the Passion 
sayings and, above all, much that is commendable in his explication of an ethically 
conceivable "sacrificial theory" of the Atonement. 
The obvious strengths of Taylor's sacrificial theory have been presented 
in some detail {see earlier pp. 138-152), but a few summary remarks are in order 
here. One merit of Taylor's theory is that it takes up into itself all that the 
rrsubjectiven or 11moral influence 11 theories of the Atonement claim and goes 
beyond them by insisting that Christ's sacrificial life and death begins and ends 
(if it can ever be said to end) within the gracious and loving purpose of the Father. 
Consequently, Taylor's theory guards against appearing to divide the Godhead. 
It is God's initiative, God's love, and God's activity to redeem--all this is 
grounded in the event of God in Christ. Another merit of Taylor's treatment is 
his insistence upon the nobjective 11 nature of Christ's self-offering, 11a stark 
irremovable reality which exists in its own right and which owes nothing to 
ourselves by way of creation or action. n2 This does not diminish the absolute 
necessity of man's response of faith-union with God in Christ; the two go 
together and, as Taylor says, 11neither is complete in itself. n3 Because 
of the contemporary emphasis upon the full content of Christ's death as 11 1ove 
1 Review of Forgiveness and Reconciliation ••• , p. 367. 
2cc, p. 89. 3rbid. 1 P• 88. 
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revealed, 11 Taylor•s call for a theory of the Atonement controlled by the fact of 
Christ-- 11faith gains its substance through Christ 111 --appears as a healthy correc-
tive to theories stressing purely subjective response. Finally 1 Taylor•s theory is 
formulated only after an independent reworking of the New Testament evidence. 
From that point forward and with the conviction that the sacrificial category 11wi II 
fail least lamentably in presenting the doctrine of the Atonement I n 2 Taylor opens 
himself to the basic truth inherent within the various competing theories of the 
Atonement--ransom, satisfaction, substitution, imputation, and revelatory--with-
out reducing his resultant theory to a combination of self-contradictory elements. 
In thi' he is spared the frustration (and, it is suggested here, the impossible task) 
of correlating those diverse theories. Instead, with full awareness of the limita-
tions of any theory of the Atonement, Taylor consistently controls his construction 
by reference to the sacrificial category. It does open it to limitations of one kind, 
but it preserves it from becoming a misdirected harmonization of irreconcilable 
opposites. Thus, for better or for worse, Taylor•s sacrificial theory stands out from 
other attempts to explicate God•s deed in Christ and provides the modern Church-
man with a fourth alternative explanation, equally ancient in origin as the other 
three, but only recently, thanks largely to Taylor•s creative efforts, explicated 
for the consideration of Christians of this century. 
By this point it is evident that this study considers Taylor•s contribution 
in the area of Soteriology to be not only a possible but a probable contribution 
11bid. I p. 98. 2 ANTT I p. 100. 
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to New Testament studies. In an area in which the Church's corporate mind may 
never reach uniformity, Vincent Taylor's claim that the sacrificial interpretation 
of Christ's death "is richer and more adequate than any other, n 1 although it, too, 
breaks under the impossible attempt to relate fully God's deed in Christ, has met 
with a reasonable degree of acceptance. Where it has been rejected, it may be 
conjectured that those individuals, too, have benefited from wrestling with 
Taylor's well-articulated theory. Thus, the very effort itself, its acceptance by 
many, and its rejection by others--all these combine to suggest that Vincent 
Taylor's efforts in the area of Soteriology have been and continue to be a 
significant and a probable contribution to New Testament studies. 
1 cc, p. 92. 
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D. Life of Jesus Research 
This study does not intend to give a comprehensive coverage of life of Jesus 
research at the present juncture in history. But, since it is incumbent upon this 
study to give some contextual setting to Vincent Taylor•s The Life and Ministry of 
Jesus, the strokes will have to be broad and inclusive. 
1. Critical Reaction to Taylor•s Life of Jesus 
Perhaps the key comment made upon the appearance of Taylor 1s 11 life 11 of 
Jesus was that of L. A. Garrard: 11Those who believe that he was attempting a 
task that wi II be forever impossible are not likely to change their minds as a result 
of reading this book. 111 The gist of Garrard•s review, thus, was that those within 
New Testament studies who have been convinced of the impossibility of any life of 
Jesus, continental scholarship prior to 1953 and British and American scholarship 
to a lesser degree, are likely to find little in Taylor•s attempt that would change 
their minds and, very likely, wi II find so much that is objectionable that their 
bias will be reenforced. None the less, Garrard rejoiced that 11Taylor has given 
the lead in taking up the difficult but inescapable task. n2 
An even more negative reaction was an anonymous review which chided 
Taylor for 11thinking under church bells, .. since 11Dr. Taylor•s handling of the events 
is determined largely by this basic Christological reconstruction. n3 
1 L. A. Garrard, Review of The Life and Ministry of Jesus, by Vincent 
Taylor, JTS, 6 (1955); 272. 
2Ibid. 
3Anonymous, Review of The Life and Ministry of Jesus, by Vincent 
Taylor, ET, 66 (1954-55), 66. 
362 
S. Vernon McCasland hailed Taylor's "life" as 11an important development 
in gospel criticism. "1 The particular aspect of Taylor's contribution 1 according 
to McCasland 1 was that this book directly faced up to the negative historical 
results assumed by some on the basis of source criticism and by others via form-
criticism 1 and Taylor's results 1 in spite of those possibilities1 are decidedly 
positive. 
Matthias Rissi gave a largely descriptive review to Taylor's book 1 yet he 
did close with these favorable words:- "Mit seinem feinen Empfinden fur das 
geschichtlich Mogliche und Wahrscheinliche hat Taylor ein lebendiges Bild des 
Lebens Jesu zu zeichen vermocht 1 das fUr die Theologie und die praktische Arbeit 
der kirchlichen Verkundigung bedeutsam bleiben wird. n 2 
Despite certain reservations/ Amos Wilder came to Taylor's defense by 
saying that uthe task in any case is a legitimate one and he has offered a 
defensible portrait. "3 Specifically 1 Wilder found three tendencies within 
Taylor's approach that were objectionable. The first was his contention that 
Taylor has too much confidence in the Markan outline. Secondly 1 speaking 
concerning Taylor's form-critical analysis 1 Wilder charged that "Taylor stops half-
way in this analysis. J•4 And 1 thirdly 1 Wilder suggested that Taylor puts too much 
1 S. Vernon McCasland 1 Review of The Life and Ministry of Jesus 1 by 
Vincent Taylor 1 Journal of Biblical Literature 1 77 (1958) 1 371. 
2Matthias Rissi 1 Review of The Life and Ministry of Jesus 1 by Vincent 
Taylor 1 Theologische Zeitschrift 1 13 (1957) 1 68. 
3Amos N. Wilder 1 Review of The Life and Ministry of Jesus 1 by Vincent 
Taylor 1 Theology Today 1 12 (1955) 1 277. 
41bido 1 P• 278. 
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emphasis on Jesus' idea of true versus false Messiahship, when, in point of fact, 
the Gospels are surprisingly silent regarding this theme. However, with these 
criticisms made, and with a call for fuller recognition of the Church's theology 
having been read back into Jesus' mind and life, Wilder, none the less, 
supported the basic possibility of a life, so that, with the necessary qualifications 
made, 11we can still know much about the historical Nazarene. ul 
In the long run it could be that Taylor's role in the increasing recognition 
of the legitimacy of the task may prove to be of more significant contribution to 
this problem area than his particular life of Jesus. This was the opinion of several 
men, in particular, that of J. A. T. Robinson. Robinson lauded Taylor's effort, 
since Taylor alone of recent British New Testament scholarship had the courage 
to make such an attempt. Furthermore, Robinson expressed this word of praise 
concerning Taylor's scholarship: "There are others who have more exciting 
things to say about the Gospels but not many capable of saying so much with 
which so few would disagree, when the more heady froth has subsided. u2 And, 
most importantly, after analyzing the book, Robinson came to this significant 
conclusion: 11This is frankly a book which seeks to sum up results rather than 
break new ground. But to assess the conclusions of New Testament criticism in the 
form of a constructive life of Jesus is itself a piece of pioneering for this 
ltbid. 
2 J. A. T. Robinson, Review of The Life and Ministry of Jesus, by Vincent 
Taylor, New Testament Studies, 2 (1955-56), 148. 
generation. 111 
Numerous other reviews praised the book for various reasons. Thomas S. 
Kepler regarded it as rrmiddle-of-the-road 11 stability, 2 while Peter Igarashi 
commended its positive and constructive approach but suspected that at times 
Taylor•s critical judgments were overruled by faith and piety. 3 Several others 
expressed dissatisfaction over the manner in which Taylor handled the nature-
miracles and the Resurrection accounts. 4 Then, in one of the few basically 
negative reviews, Taylor•s friendly foe, D. E. Nineham, disagreed completely 
concerning Taylor•s concept of a 11 Gospel. 11 Nineham, preferring Lightfoot•s 
approach, decides that any really historical purpose was outside the intentions 
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of the Gospel writers; consequently, Taylor•s life of Jesus fai Is to understand the 
most basic of all starting points: What is a Gospe1?5 
The range of opinion mirrored in the above appraisals of Taylor•s attempt 
to sketch a life of Jesus suggests the actual situation existing currently within 
2Thomas S. Kepler, Review of The Life and Ministry of Jesus, by Vincent 
Taylor, Journal of Biblical Literature, 74 (1955), 203-204. 
3Peter Igarashi, Review of The Life and Ministry of Jesus, by Vincent 
Taylor, Journal of Religion, 34 {1955), 257-258. 
4cf. M. E. Boismard, Review of The Life and Ministry of Jesus, by 
Vincent Taylor, Revue Biblique, 62 (1955), 457-458; Donald L. Docken, Review 
of The Life and Ministry of Jesus, by Vincent Taylor, Lutheran Quarterly, 9 {1957), 
66-68; and McCasland, p. 372. 
5o. E. Nineham, Review of The life and Ministry of Jesus, by Vincent 
Taylor, Theology, 59 {1956), 97-103. 
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life of Jesus research--wide variations of opinion and few nassured results. 11 It 
would seem that the better way to appreciate the possibility of Taylor1s contribu-
tion to this area of New Testament studies is to set that attempt over against three 
plateaus within life of Jesus research which have all been in evidence within this 
century--the ntibera1 11 lives of Jesus (the 11old quest 11), the reaction against all 
11 1ives 11 of Jesus (uno quest 11), and the renewed attempt to describe the Jesus of 
history (the 11new quest 11). Perhaps, from this perspective Taylor•s efforts in this 
discipline will be adequately isolated and presented so that this study•s tentative 
assessment of that possible contribution will have some justification. 
2. Taylor•s Life of Jesus in 
Historical Perspective 
It is the contention of this dissertation that Taylor•s The Life and Ministry 
of Jesus fits neatly into none of the strict categories within life of Jesus research. 
On the contrary, the very fact that it cannot be so tidily pigeonholed necessitates 
some degree of historical perspective in attempting to assess its place and its 
possible significance. 
a) The 1101d Quest 11 and Taylor•s 
Life of Jesus 
11 lives 11 of Jesus (or the 11 Jesus novel 11) are relatively recent activities on 
the part of the Christian Church. It was not unti I after the Reformation and the 
Renaissance that strong interest in that type of activity began to manifest itself. 
When this interest did arise, it usually followed one of two lines. Most of the 
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lives of Jesus prior to Reimarus and D. F. Strauss were either characterized by the 
plodding supernaturalism of that era or by the more recent influx of a sterile 
rationalism. In both cases, the four Gospels were blatantly harmonized when 
possible and, when not, any one of the Gospels (but normally John's) was given 
first place in such constructions. The first stirrings of the Marken hypothesis were 
only faintly noticed at that time (pre 1835), and the resultant manipulation of the 
sources for a life of Jesus was nothing short of chaotic. The boundary line between 
these Ecclesiastical Lives of Jesus and the beginnings of what is called here the 
Rold quest" can reasonably be claimed to be D. F. Strauss. 
The sound and fury aroused by the publication of David Friedrich Strauss' 
famous book, Das Leben Jesu, kritisch bearbeitet, in 1835 has yet to die down. 
[ts appearance at a time when both supernaturalism and rationalism had each become 
lost in its own blind alley was not merely a breath of fresh air to the discussion 
concerning the historical Jesus; it was the icy blast of radical doubt regarding 
nearly every point in the life of Jesus. 1 Although Strauss' mythi explanation for 
much of the Gospel tradition met with hostility and rejection, his relentless logic 
dealt a crippling blow to the uncritical trend of life of Jesus research during his 
time. Being the Hegelian that he was, Strauss set traditional orthodoxy (super-
naturalism) in the position of the thesis; he arranged for the rationalists (partie-
ularly, Paulus) to be regarded as the antithesis; the outcome, of course, was that 
1
cf. David Friedrich Strauss, The Life of Jesus: Critically Examined, 
tr. Marian Evans from 4. Auflage of 1840 (2 vols.; New York: Calvin Blanchard, 
1856). 
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Strauss• own mythological explanation became the synthesis, i. e., the real 
grasp of what was important concerning the Jesus of history. What was important 
for Strauss ultimately resided in the sphere of ideas. To corroborate this conclusion, 
Goguel•s words are useful: 
Strauss believed that religion was based not upon facts but 
upon ideas. He held that ideas could play their part without 
manifesting themselves as visible phenomena. In consequence, 
he argued, it matters very little whether the Gospel records, 
in which religious ideas are expressed, are historical or not. 1 
The fact that Strauss• conclusions were not immediately taken up does not invalidate 
his place of importance within life of Jesus research. 
The nexus between Strauss (1835} and Vincent Taylor (1954) is not a direct one, 
but some connections do exist. Strauss• most relevant connections to Taylor•s work 
in this area would seem to be two, one positive and one negative. The positive 
connection appears to reside in Taylor•s gallant (but it is contended here, mistaken) 
attempt to rationalize away the nature-miracles. This study has indicated Taylor•s 
reluctance to accept the rationalizing liabi lity2 inherent within viewing these phenom-
ena as 11natural events which have been given a miraculous interpretation. 113 Taylor 
1Maurice Goguel, The Life of Jesus, tr. Olive Wyon (New York: The 
Macmillan Company, 1933), p. 48. 
2
one can be empathic with Taylor 1s dilemma: 11This is a very razor edge 
of decision, 11 even if one cannot accept his decision. Cf. FGT, p. 140. 
3 FGT, p. 139. 
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himself considers his style of rationalization as that of the rrolder Liberalism, 111 
but its roots are deeper than that and, historically speaking, go back to the pre-
Straussian rationalism. In view of many other traits of Taylor's work, the degree 
of that reversion is notable. And, while one must concede that ultimately this 
issue is one of Christologies, 2 yet it is suggested here that the degree to which 
Taylor restricts the full humanity of the Jesus of history in relation to the problem 
of the nature-miracles coheres very uneasily with his high claims for the Divine 
Consciousness of Jesus, specifically his consciousness of a unique filial relation-
ship to the Father. 3 
The second relationship of Taylor to Strauss is negative. It was against the 
Straussian emphasis upon the truths or ideas of history despite the historicity of the 
events themselves in its more modern dress (the almost naked 11 Dass 11 of Bultmann?) 
that Taylor reacted positively with his own sketch of Jesus' life and ministry. 
What is properly called the rto(d quest" begins following Strauss' demoli-
tion of the Docetic Christ of supernaturalism and the religious genius of the early 
nineteenth century rationalists. Owing much to Strauss' impetus, but many other 
factors were also involved (particularly, the rise of the Two Document hypothesis}, 
an era in life of Jesus research began which sought to reclaim the Jesus of history 
from his interpretive trappings stemming from the Church's imaginative overlay 
llbid., cf. Easton, pp. 145-146. 
2 Cf. Taylor, LMJ, pp. 33-34. 
3 Cf. Taylor, PCNTT, p. 181. 
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upon the prophet from Nazareth. According to Rowlingson, this phase of life of 
Jesus research stressed the memory element. in the Gospels: 11 (ts aim was to get 
beneath the layers of interpretation, to peel the onion, as it were, in order to 
1 
expose the 1Real Jesus,• Jesus •as he really was. 111 Perhaps, the crux revolved 
around the problem of separating the Jesus of history from the Christ of faith. 
The 11old quest 11 believed it could be done and proceeded apace. 
As Strauss may be cited as the end of one era and the beginning of 
another, so, too, it is generally conceded that Albert Schweitzer•s Von 
Rei marus zu Wrede (1906)2 can be taken as the symbo I for the end of the 
11 Libera I I i ves of Jesus 11 or the 110 ld quest. n However, it shou I d be noted, as 
James M. Robinson brings out so cogently, Schweitzer•s book did not call into 
question the validity of the search for the historical Jesus along nineteenth 
century lines, but the shock of his "consistent eschatology,11 which presented 
Jesus as an apocalyptic enthusiast, and his relevant criticism of the nineteenth 
century biographies, which actually modernized the historical Jesus, did combine 
to slow the torrent of nlives 11 to a smaller and smaller trickle as time went by. 3 
Two points are of interest in relationship to the rrold quest 11 and Taylor 1s 
life of Jesus. First, Robinson charges that Taylor, Cadoux, and T. W. Manson 
loonald T. Rowlingson, 11Memory and Meaning in the Gospels, 11 Nexus, 
5 (1962), 11. 
2The Quest of the Historical Jesus, tr. W. Montgomery (New York: The 
Macmi II an Company, 1961). 
3
cf. James M. Robinson, A New Quest of the Historical Jesus (london: 
SCM Press, Ltd., 1959), pp. 32-
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(see earlier pp. 176-177 for references to their confidence in the possibility of 
a life of Jesus) are noteworthy in that they all reject the concept of a life of Jesus 
in the sense of a "biography," and that theirs is 11a mediating position which is 
merely a sobered version of the original quest. n1 This is an interesting statement 
and deserves consideration, but a decision on Robinson's judgment on this point 
will be reserved for a time (see later p. 380). The second point of importance 
is the close correlation between Schweitzer's sketch of Jesus• life and that of 
Taylor. Taylor follows Schweitzer on these key points: 
(1) It is folly to believe that the Jesus of history can have 
had no dogmatic ideas about his own person and mission. 2 
(2) The feeding of the fiv:f thousand and the four thousand 
are literary doublets. 
(3) The wildnerness meal and the Last Supper were 11eschatol-
ogi ca I sacraments. u4 
(4) The Mission of the Twelve is the turning point of Jesus• 
ministry. 5 
(5) Jesus• suffering and death were connected in some way 
with the coming of the Kingdom. 6 
(6) The withdrawals of Jesus were due, not to failure, but 
to other motivations, promoted largely by the mistaken 7 
enthusiasm of the crowds and the Kingdom's not coming. 
11bid., p. lOn. 2see earlier p. 177. 
3
schweitzer, The Mystery of the Kingdom of God: The Secret of Jesus• 
Messiahship and Passion, tr. Walter Lowrie (New York: The Macmillan Company, 
1950), pp. 105-106 and Taylor, LMJ, pp. 120-122. 
41bid. 
5Schweitzer, The Mystery ••• , p. 146,and Taylor, LMJ, p. 107. 
6schweitzer, The Quest ••• , pp. 390-391, and Taylor, LMJ, p. 138. 
7schweitzer, The Mystery ••• , p. 168,and Taylor, LMJ, p. 179. 
(7) The Confession of Peter (and here Taylor does not follow 
Schweitzer's inversion of the Transfiguration and the 
Caesarea Philippi confession) marks a watershed in Jesus' 
story. 1 
{8) That which Judas betrays is the secret that Jesus is the 
Messiah. 2 
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The influence of Schweitzer's grandly logical scheme for the movement within the 
life and ministry of Jesus can thus be seen to have affected Taylor's reconstruc-
tion. 
Sufficient evidence has been advanced to suggest that Robinson's charge 
that Taylor's 11 1 i fe 11 shares features of the 11o I d quest 11 has some force. But, the 
relationship between Taylor's effort and the rrold quest, 11 it is suggested here, is 
more intricate than merely a sobered version of that impulse. /lkre than that can 
be said for Taylor's labor in this area. 
b) The 11 No Quest" and Taylor's 
Life of Jesus 
The results of Schweitzer's deadening effect upon the rrold quest 11 were 
taken up and utilized, but no one did this more effectively than Rudolf Bultmann. 3 
He approved Dr. Schweitzer's signature upon the death warrant of the 11old questu 
1Schweitzer, The Quest ••• , pp. 385-387,and Taylor, LMJ, pp. 139-141. 
2schweitzer, The Quest • . . , pp. 396-397, and Taylor, LMJ, p. 189. 
3Robinson stated: 11The German repudiation of the quest of the historical 
Jesus at the opening of the century found its definitive crystallization in the 
scholarship of Rudolf Bultmann. His form-critical research tended to confirm the 
view that such a quest is impossible, and his existential theology carried through 
the thesis that such a quest is illegitimatert (p. 12). 
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of the historical Jesus. Furthermore, he far surpassed even Schweitzer•s 11sketch 11 
to insist that very little could be known about Jesus from a biographical point of 
view. In his well-known words: 
I do indeed think that we can now know almost nothing 
concerning the life and personality of Jesus, since the 
early Christian sources show no interest in either, are 
moreover fragmentary and often legendary; and other 
sources about Jesus do not exist. 1 
Yet, even Bultmann considered the sources sufficient to be able to say something 
about Jesus, although they were considered defective for purposes of any type of 
biographical undertaking. Hence, the resultant picture that emerges from Bultmann•s 
Jesus (1926) is not really one of Jesus at all but rather of his message. In this 
respect the English title of the book more nearly represents Bultmann•s emphasis, 
that is, Jesus and the Word. 
Since the focus of this study is Vincent Taylor, the possible relationship 
between Bultmann's "no quest" and Taylor•s life of Jesus may be implicit within 
this comment by Taylor: 
I have thought it well to supply this account of 
Bultmann's Jesus, because the book is not only one of 
very great interest, but is also a unique example of 
Barthian teaching. • • • The special interest of 
Bultmann•s work is that he finds these (Barthian) ideas 
in the teaching of the historical Jesus. The Jesus 
presented is an intense but remote figure, comparable 
in some respects to the figure of Muhammad. This is 
due to over-concentration on the peremptory elements 
which certainly belong to the teaching of Jesus but do 
not represent the whole. But while this is so, ••• 
1Bultmann, Jesus and the Word, p. 8. 
his exposition is immeasurably superior to that of 
Liberal-Christianity. 1 
Thus, it would seem that Taylor found in Bultmann•s Jesus a highly modernized 
373 
message attributed to the historical Jesus and a lack of perspective when dealing 
with the Gospel sources. 
Nevertheless, it must be said that this one segment of New Testament 
scholarship--particularly, the German--exerted immense influence upon New 
Testament studies genera II y, so that on I y a I i m i ted number of 11 1 i ves 11 of Jesus 
continued to flow off the presses. The charge of 11impossible and i llegitimate 11 
continues to haunt the New Testament scene, but this has less force since the rise 
of the nnew quest. u: 
c) The 11 New Quest 11 and 
Taylor1s Life of Jesus 
[t is already customary to cite as the signal for action on the 11new quest 11 
Ernst Kasemann 1s address to the rtold Marburgers 11 in 1953. 2 Joining with Kasemann 
were others of Bultmann•s students--Gunther Bornkamm, Ernst Fuchs, Erich Dinkier, 
and Hans Conzelmann--whose contributions supported Kcsemann•s main thesis: 
the bare uoass 11 of the historical Jesus is not sufficient to guard the Church from 
the peri I of ultimately being committed to and worshipping a mythological Lord. 
1 11The Barthian School: IV. Rudolf Bultmann, 11 ET, 43 (1931-32), 489-
490. 
2cf. Robinson, p. 12 and Hugh Anderson, 11 Existential Hermeneutics: 
Features of the New Quest , 11 p. 133. KOsemann•s address was published as 
11Das Problem des historischen Jesus, 11 Zeitschrift fur Theologie und Kirche, 
51 (1954), 125-153. 
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Bornkamm•s Jesus von Nazareth (1956) represents one line of development 
within the nnew quest.u Robinson hailed the appearance of this work as rrone 
of the most significant events in German NT scholarship since World War 11. nl 
However, the significance which confronts the reader of this book can only be 
appreciated in its context within modern German New Testament scholarship. 
It is only against this rather bleak background of Bultmannian-dominated landscape 
that Bornkamm•s book casts any such imposing shadow. In it can be seen the 
change of direction called for by K.Osemann and others, but "old Marburgerrr Born-
kamm•s attempt to move beyond the Bultmannian consensus is, by no means, a 
resumption of the uold quest. 11 
Bornkamm•s book, properly speaking, is not a life of Jesus. In organize-
tion and emphasis this book reflects the basic pattern of Bultmann•s Jesus. None 
the less, Bornkamm does anticipate and does find more history in the kerygma, 
that is, within the message of Jesus, than did Bultmann. For instance, Bornkamm•s 
Chapter Ill. 11 Jesus of Nazareth 11 (pp. 51-63) does sketch some hi stori co I frame-
work for the events within Jesus• life. Indeed, it is not as full as Taylor•s account 
by any means, but it does far surpass Bultmann•s claim that rrenough 11 of Jesus• 
message may be known to give a somewhat consistent picture of his life and 
personality. 2 Yet, in the final analysis, the bulk of Bornkamm•s material 
1 James M. Robinson, Review of Jesus von Nazareth, by Gunther Bornkamm, 
Journal of Biblical Literature, 76 (1957), 310. 
2
cf. Bultmann, Jesus and the Word, p. 12. 
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retraces Bultmann's earlier work, only modifying certain subpoints and in no way 
invalidating Bultmann's basic view of the sources and of history. Thus, Bornkamm's 
book can begin: 11 No one is any longer in the position to write a life of Jesus. Rl 
Wherein Bornkamm does materially alter the Bultmannian consensus is in 
his acceptance of some degree of biographical overtones which do come through 
the message of Jesus to the reader of the New Testament, that is, Jesus• 11immediacy 
with which he teaches, 11 his 11unmistakable otherness, 11 his 11directness, nand his 
nauthority. u2 In these respects, and they are important, observable within 
Bornkamm's Jesus von Nazareth is a significant personalizing of Bultmann's naked 
Dass. 3 
The other prong of the unew quest 11 would seem to be represented by James M. 
Robinson. 4 Whereas Bornkamm would appear to moderate Bultmann's "significatrr 
1Bornkamm, Jesus of Nazareth, p. 13. 2Ibid., pp. 56-59. 
311We may look for a growing consensus among scholars, whether conservative 
or radical, that the historical Jesus is both relevant and necessary to the kerygma. 
Despite Bultmann's brave attempt to prove that for the kerygma only the bare 
facticity (the Dass) of Jesus matters, the trend on all sides is to a recognition that 
the character cmcrcontent (the Was and the Wie) of his history are equally important. 
This ••• does not mean that wecan yet agreeas to the sense in which it is relevant 
to the kerygma. 11 Fuller, The New Testament in Current Study, p. 136. 
4A New Quest of the Historical Jesus {'1Studies in Biblical Theology 11; 
london: SCM Press, Ltd., 1959). 
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in favor of the 11est , 11 Robinson draws even more heavily than Bultmann upon an 
existential hermeneutic. So, although 11neither the kerygma, nor the kerygmatic 
Gospels, can legitimately be used to lead us into a positivistic approach to the 
quest of the historical Jesus,u 1 and since "historicism" and "psychologism 11 are 
said to have been banished, Robinson proposes the n:possibi lity of writing the kind 
of history or biography of Jesus consistent with our modern understanding of history 
and human existence. 112 And, then, in what seems a gigantic leap of faith, Robinson 
made as his foundational premise this: 11For the kerygmatic interest of the primitive 
Church would leave unaltered precisely those sayings and scenes in which Jesus 
made his intention and understanding of existence most apparent to them. u3 
Consequently, on the basis of viewing the Gospels in that manner, he concluded: 
11 Jesus• history and selfhood ~accessible to modern historiography and biography. 
. . . This kind of quest of the historical Jesus~ possible •• .4 
Only with extreme difficulty could Taylor 1s life of Jesus be fitted into the 
stream of the 11new quest. u Then, again, there are some signs that the "new 
quest 11 cannot assume too readily that it has left behind the more 11sober11 phases 
of the 11original quest. 11 For one thing, the full range of peri Is open to Taylor•s 
attempt to understand Jesu~ Divine Consciousness, regardless of negations to the 
contrary, is shared in full by the 1rnew quest•srr emphasis upon the psychological 
category of intention. Secondly, particularly in Robinson 1s case, there is a great 
risk of so overstressing the continuity between the historical Jesus and the Church 1s 
1tbid., P• 56. 2 tbid., P• 67. 3rbid. 1 P• 69. 4Jbid., P• 70. 
kerygma that the Christ event loses its essential significance, thus, reverting to 
the most objectionable feature of the nold quest. rrl 
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With the historiography of the 'rnew quest" Taylor would appear to share 
little common ground, but with its insistence upon the value of the Jesus of 
history for faith, Taylor is strongly in accord. Presently, the 11'new quest 11 is in 
such a state of flux that some of these connections to the ttold quest 11 are under-
standably blurred, but it could be that when time has had its settling effect, 
Taylor's "sobered" version of the rrold quest" may evidence more affinities to the 
nnew questn than are, at first glance, apparent. 
Now, with this backlog of contextual material introduced, the next, and 
final, task of this section concerning life of Jesus research is to make the necessary 
tentative conclusions regarding the possibility of his book--The Life and Ministry 
of Jesus--being a contribution to New Testament studies. 
3. Taylor's Life of Jesus: Its Place in 
Life of Jesus Research 
It was intended that the proportion of coverage in the last section should 
accord to the relationships between The Life and Ministry of Jesus and the various 
1This charge was first made against Robinson by Reginald H. Fuller, Review 
of A New Quest of the Historical Jesus, by James M. Robinson, Anglican Theologi-
cal Review, 41 (1959), 232-235. There Fuller suggested that, if Robinson were 
correct, the kerygma becomes largely unnecessary. In essence, Bultmann's latest 
article--Des Verhaltnis der urchristlichenbotschaft zum historischen Jesus (Heidel-
berg: Carl Winter, 1960)--makes the same claim; and contrary to Robinson's mention 
of uBultmann's Shift in Positionu (p. 19}, Bultmann's position seems unaltered. Cf. 
Schubert M. Ogden, 11 Bultmann and the 'New Quest,'" Journal of Bible and 
Religion, 30 (1962), 209-218. 
quests and should be somewhat of a gauge to the affinities of that work to these 
phases within life of Jesus research. Accordingly, it would seem that Taylor's 
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work shares most with the uold quest•r--confidence in the possibility of a life of 
Jesus, the framework of the Markan outline, and, above all, the attempt to trace 
Jesus' evolving understanding of himself and of his mission. With the 11 no quest" 
it would seem that Taylor shares these: the impossibility of fully separating the 
Jesus of history from the Christ of the Church's kerygma, the impossibility of a 
biography of Jesus, the limitations of the sources (to a modified degree) arising 
from the study of form-criticism, and the pericope structure of the units within 
the Gospel tradition. And, then, with the rrnew quest, 11 although, strictly 
speaking, the ttnew questrr did not emerge unti I after (or, at least, parallel with) 
Taylor's work on the life of Jesus, Taylor is sympathetic to these tendencies: the 
possibility of discovering within our interpreted Gospels somewhat of the intention 
of the Jesus of history, the necessity that the Lord of the Church not lose contact 
with history and evolve into a Docetic Christ of the kerygma or into a Gnostic-
type redeemer dwelling in the realm of ideas (Strauss redivivus), and the conviction 
that whatever that 11something 11 is that can be known about the Jesus of history 
is important to the Christian faith. Seen in these perspectives Vincent Taylor's 
The Life and Ministry of Jesus does not fit conveniently into any one of these 
three stages within life of Jesus research, rather, it seems reasonable to conclude 
that Taylor's 11 1ife" is a mixed entity and, as such, shares correspondingly both the 
strengths and the weaknesses common to all three stages within this development. 
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When Taylor published his sketch of Jesus• life in 1954, he wrote: 11 lt 
would appear that we are entering upon a period of greater constructive activity. u 1 
Furthermore, he felt that the era of historical pessimism was passing. 2 Moreover, 
while every attempt to sketch the life of Jesus rris vulnerable at a hundred points, u 
even that danger must be incurred, if the Jesus of history is to be apprehended 
adequately. 3 Thus, Taylor avers, any attempt to write a life of Jesus is a qualified 
failure from the start, just as any words about Jesus to describe his significance 
necessarily 11crack under the strain, 11 because Jesus was unique, and the language 
must serve a purpose for which it was not intended, that is, to describe that which 
extends beyond the bounds of (strictly) human hi story. 4 
It is, therefore, this concern of Taylor•s that a life of Jesus is the necessary 
task of every generation and that it take into full account the magnitude of his 
Person (with a sympathetic consideration of his place within religious history) which, 
1 LMJ, p. 8. 
2With that dictum Rowlingson, too, agrees: 11The prevailing scepticism of 
many of our immediate predecessors is being dissipated. 11 D. T. Rowlingson, Jesus 
the Religious Ultimate (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1961}, p. 11. How-
ever, opinions to the contrary are sti II expressed. For example, this one by 
Kendrick Grobel is especially pertinent to Taylor: 11Whoever takes form criticism 
seriously finds that he can sti II write and teach on 1deeds and words of Jesus• but 
not on •Jife and teaching of Jesus,• for the latter would demand a knowledge of 
connection and development which had already been lost before Mark was ever 
written. [n the eyes of the form critics and their disciples, those who continue to 
write 1 Lives' of Jesus are only adding to the already crowded shelf of the 'Jesus 
novel.'" Grobel, 11Form Criticism, 11 lOB, rr, 321. 
3 4 PCNTT, p. v. NJ, p. 70. 
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along with Taylor•s affinities to the u:no quest 11 and the 11 new quest, u make it 
improper to label his life of Jesus as only a "sobered version of the original quest. 111 
This, too, was the conclusion made by Hugh Anderson as he compared the 
important points of contact between T. W. Manson 
2 
and Bornkamm. From that 
comparison, Anderson concluded: 11 ft is somewhat misleading to classify the best 
twentieth century guardians of orthodox historical-critical research in the Gospel 
tradition as straightforward perpetuators of the old liberal quest. 113 Anderson 
later made the connection between Taylor and the "new quest 11 explicit, and while 
Anderson prefers Bornkamm•s approach, he did admit that both Bornkamm•s and 
Taylor•s approaches are right, if they confront us with the living Gospel picture 
of Jesus. Such an approach is not the absolutizing of historical-critical research, 
1 Robinson, p. lOn. In fact, Robinson must face the charge himself that 
his own emphasis upon continuity overshadows the distinction between the pre-
Easter and the post-Easter Christ, possibly making the kerygma irrelevant. In 
this connection, James D. Smart concluded: 11Confidence IS restored in the 
capacity of the historian to tell us the ultimate truth concerning Jesus Christ, 
at least in so far as he is willing to be an existentialist historian. In spite of 
the novel elements in this project, it is surely not unfair to evaluate it as a form 
of reversion. 11 The Interpretation of Scripture {London: SCM Press, Ltd., 1961}, 
p. 304. 
2The correlation of Manson to Vincent Taylor seems reasonable, since 
Taylor not only shares many of Manson•s presuppositions and basic view of 
Scripture, but also their concept of Jesus• self-understanding as Son of Man 
is very similar, although not identical. Furthermore, perhaps the relation-
ship of Manson•s The Servant Messiah {Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 1953) is closer to Taylor1s 11 Hfe 11 than nearly any other sketch, although 
R. H. Fuller•s The Mission and Achievement of Jesus (11 Studies in Biblical 
Theology 11; London: SCM Press, Ltd., 1954) is also closely related. 
3 Anderson, 11 Existential Hermeneutics: Features of the New Quest, 11 
p. 138. 
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as Bultmann charges, but the peril is ever present. 1 
It is contended here that Taylor's sketch of Jesus is characterized best as 
a mixed entity whose interconnections draw heavily upon the tendencies of the 
11old quest, 11 less intensely (but, none the less, significantly) upon the emphases 
of the Bultmannian-stimulated 11no quest , 11 and to a remarkable degree it shares 
certain of the tendencies of the Bornkamm-like segment of the rrnew quest 11 and 
practically nothing of the Robinson-like segment. 2 
Seen thus, Taylor's The Life and Ministry of Jesus is certain to offend 
those who desire a sketch of Jesus from one angle only. It is a composite, and its 
internal inconsistencies are many. The decision to rationalize the nature-miracles 
seems a throwback to the pre-Straussian era. The facile manner in which Taylor 
determines Jesus' consciousness as Son of Man to be, at first, largely corporate and 
later personal is open to much doubt as is his insistence that the Parousia concept 
belongs at both the end and the beginning of Jesus' ministry. The required 
inversion of the Gospel sequence of the Son of Man sayings is violence enough, 
but to posit such subtle perception between the corporate and personal or the 
corporate-personal variations of that consciousness seems a liability more suited 
1 [bid., p. 155n. 
2ft could be that Robinson has moderated, or perhaps clarified, his stand 
somewhat, for in 1962 he wrote: 1'Just as one can say that historical-critical and 
existentialist interpretation of the New Testament is not of the esse of preaching, 
but belongs to the bene esse of preaching, so one can say that in our situation the 
historical study of Jesus is not of the esse of preaching, but belongs to its bene 
esse. 11 Robinson, 11The Recent Debateon the 'New Quest,' 11 Journal of BfbTi'Cal 
Werature, 30 (1962), 207. 
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for the discarded features of the 11old quest. 11 Taylor's undue concentration upon 
the Mission of the Twelve suggests more of a rationale for his concept of Jesus' 
evolving Son of Man consciousness than it does the actual content of the Gospel 
records. These are some of the more obvious problems in his reconstruction. 
On the other hand, Taylor's recognition of the validity and the legitimacy 
of the task is commendable. His positive results, after his informed and patient 
struggle with the complex nature of the Gospels as sources, are encouraging. 
Also, the recognition of the reality of the Christ of faith prevents his portraiture 
of Jesus from becoming no more than that of an obscure Galilean prophet, who 
could never even approach the hint of uniqueness that the early Church ascribed 
to Jesus Christ, when they confessed~ "Jesus is lord. 11 
Within the composite of these strengths and weakness are to be found the 
first steps toward an assessment of Taylor's efforts in the field of life of Jesus 
research. That his attempt did not evoke unanimous approval is to be expected 
in light of the situation in this discipline. 1 Assuredly, Taylor's book is an 
honest attempt to deal with the reality of the Jesus of history, even though he is 
1 Rowlingson's conclusion is apropos: 11[t is crying for the moon to expect 
unanimity of opinion on the meaning of Jesus, historically or currently considered. 
At the same time it is reasonable to expect that these inevitable differences can 
be creatively constructive •••• 11 J'Memory and Meaning in the Gospels, 11 p. 14. 
Or as McCown concluded: "Too much must not be expected. The past teaches 
that progress is woefully slow, finality unattainable. The picture that historical 
research can draw of Jesus wi II never be a photograph. Its detai Is wi II always 
be obscure. 11 C. C. McCown, The Search for the Real Jesus (New York: Charles 
Scribner's Sons, 1940), p. 309. 
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presently the Christ of faith and was such when the primitive Church's tradition 
was forming. In so far as it is such a creative attempt, it is and has a possible 
contribution to make to New Testament studies. However, the tentative 
appraisal of this study is that Taylor's The Life and Ministry of Jesus, because of 
its mixed character and highly questionable psychologizing of Jesus' self-conscious-
ness, itself may not be considered a contribution of much continuing magnitude 
to New Testament studies; but, on the other hand, Taylor's support of the 
possibility of such an attempt and the creative manner in which he has coupled 
this insight with a positive appraisal of the sources, including his vote (of 
considerable prestige) in favor of the legitimacy of the task, do rank as probable 
contributions to the area of life of Jesus research, and, consequently, to New 
Testament studies as a whole. 
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E. Christology 
The quiescence of Christo logy at this particular juncture of history, no 
doubt, has several contributory causes. Certainly one reason concerns the backlog 
of opinion arising from the Bultmannian-dominated disdain of ever coming to any 
reasonable certainty about how the Jesus of history regarded himself. Another 
can be traced to competing claims upon the time and interest of scholarship, 
specifically the last decade of concentration upon the "'new quest. 11 A third 
reason cannot be substantiated, but it seems plausible to conjecture that the 
arrival upon the New Testament scene of two significant efforts in this area of 
concentration--Prof. Cullmann•s Die Christologie des Neuen Testaments (1957) 
and Dr. Taylor•s The Person of Christ in New Testament Teaching (1958)--which 
are outstanding independent works on the subject, makes it seem not at a II 
improbable that greener fields may have suggested themselves to some scholars. 
All these causes may have contributed to the relative inactivity which appears 
to reign in this area presently, and this leads to two conclusions. One is either 
that Cullmann•s and Taylor•s works are stifling, or they are considered as out-
standing presentations of the topic. The second is that this state of affairs 
makes it much more difficult to follow the stream of developing critical reaction 
to these books; this result is also twofold. First, Cullmann•s and Taylor•s works 
are reasonably recent efforts, and the backlog of opinion and reaction is not 
nearly as extensive as that, for instance, in life of Jesus research. Again, the 
proximity of those two books to the present scene means that the necessary time 
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lapse between their publication and the acceptance or rejection of their 
insights by newer works on Christology is denied to us at this time. Therefore, 
with these qualifications made explicit, the purpose of this section is to begin, 
at least, the tentative assessment of Vincent Taylor•s labors in the area of 
Christo logy. Fortunately, this is the only area of major effort undertaken by 
Taylor that militates excessive caution. Hence, this appraisal will be brief and 
highly tentative. 
1. Scholarly Reaction to Taylor 1s Christology 
A positive reaction of some interest is that of A. M. Hunter. Not only 
did Hunter consider Taylor 1s work on Christology to be an extremely 11satisfying 
piece of theology, 11 but he labeled it as a 11Must 11 for every student of the New 
Testament. Furthermore, and what may be a significant glimpse at the worth of 
that effort, Hunter suggests that it is Taylor•s magnum opus and not his work 
on Mark. That is some commendation. 1 
With that positive note expressed, it might be well to chronicle some of 
the less enthusiastic reviewers of The Person of Christ in New Testament Teaching. 
While T. S. Garret praised the exegetical section of the book to the degree that 
it should be regarded as 11a standard book, 11 he did not so find the second section. 
In fact, Garret felt that Taylor came perilously close to Apollinarianism in his 
Christology. Furthermore, he suggested that Taylor did not grapple enough with 
1 Cf. A. M. Hunter, Review of The Person of Christ in New Testament 
Teaching, by Vincent Taylor, ET, 69 (1957-58), 170-171. 
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D. M. Baillie and W. R. Matthews. 1 
Allen Wikgren, writing in the Christian Century, recognized the wisdom 
with which Taylor cautiously assessed the difficulties connected with William 
Sanday•s concept of the divinity of Christ dwelling in rrthe subliminal 
consciousness. 112 Yet, although Taylor is open to some truth in such interpretation, 
Wikgren decided that Taylor was not sufficiently open to this modern avenue for 
appreciating Jesus• consciousness. Hence, Wikgren concluded to the effect that 
Taylor's orbit of thinking is not sufficiently modern, and that he needs to open 
himself more along the lines of such psychological explanations for the phenomena 
of the Person of Christ. 3 
A rather serious charge was leveled against Taylor by R. Swanson. He 
considers that Warfield's and Karl Barth's refutations of the kenotic theory are 
decisive, consequently, he chided Taylor for his part as a 11belated champion of 
the kenotic theory •• .4 Then, in a sweeping complaint of questionable value, he 
claimed that Taylor 11exposes himself to serious stricture when away from his home 
1T. S. Garret, Review of The Person of Christ in New Testament Teaching, 
by Vincent Taylor, Theology, 15 (19 58), 340-341. 
2Cf. William Sanday, Christologies Ancient and Modern (New York: 
Oxford University Press, 1910}, p. 159. Also cf. Taylor, The Person of Christ 
in New Testament Teaching, pp. 278-285. 
3AIIen Wikgren, Review of The Person of Christ in New Testament Teach-
ing, by Vincent Taylor, Christian Century, 76 (1959), 329-330. 
4R. Swanson, Review of The Person of Christ in New Testament Teaching, 
by Vincent Taylor, Reformed Theological Review, 17 (1958), 88-89. 
territory in the field of systematic theology. n 1 This is a serious charge and will 
be considered more fully later. 
Even more trenchant was that old foe of Taylor's, S. Maclean Gilmour. 
Gilmour, too, suggested that Part II of Taylor's effort belonged properly to 
''historical and systematic theology rather than to the New Testament itself. 112 
However, his most basic criticism of Taylor's Christology extended even beyond 
this difference of opinion. Gilmour declared that to build a Christo logy upon 
the 11 cluen of only one New Testament passage (Phil. 2:5-11), which he calls 
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11one obscure passage, 11 says Gilmour, 11seems to me to be an absurd conclusion. 113 
Thus, Gilmour calls into question Taylor's whole kenotic Christology. 
Finally, in this negative vein, John Knox disagreed completely with 
Taylor's whole construction regarding Jesus' Divine Consciousness. Actually, 
Knox is willing to go along with the kenotic concept, but he contends that Taylor 
does not go far enough. What Knox desires is the full recognition of Jesus' humanity 
with no provisions for any kind of more-than-human consciousness. Consequently, 
he finds Taylor's description of Jesus' Divine Consciousness is for himself neither 
"meaningful nor credible. ,.4 He openly wondered, if others could find it mean-
11bid., p. 89. 
2s. Maclean Gilmour, Review of The Person of Christ in New Testament 
Teaching, by Vincent Taylor, Journal of Religion, 39 (1959), 69. 
4John Knox, Review of The Person of Christ in New Testament Teaching, 
by Vincent Taylor, Encounter, 19 (1958), 481. 
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ingful for their understanding of Christ. 
On the other side of the ledger, A. M. Hunter was not alone in his 
praise of this book by Taylor. R. MeL Wilson, writing in Zeitschrift fur 
Religions- und Geistesgeschichte, mentioned to his German readers that Taylor 
was 11a scholar who in many books has helped to advance the study of the New 
Testament. n1 His opinion included this book, too, since he deemed it to be an 
~~'important contribution 11 to New Testament studies. 2 
J. L. M. Haire gave Taylor1S work full credit as 11the best modern state-
ment in English of the New Testament teaching on the person of Christ. 113 How-
ever, while appreciative of the book as a whole, Haire felt that Part II did not 
display 11the same expert authority as what goes before, 11 and in line with this 
were his own reservations concerning Taylor1s category of potentiality for describ-
ing the life of Jesus as the Son of God. 4 
Taylor1s penetration into the fields of historical and systematic theology 
found support in Floyd V. Fi lson 1s opinion. This was, according to Filson, 
uentirely justified. 115 In fact, Filson went so far as to call that book 11a major 
1 R. MeL. Wi I son, Review of The Person of Christ in New Testament Teach-
ing, by Vincent Taylor, Zeitschrift fur Religions- und Geistesgeschichte, 11 (1959), 
m. 
2 1bid. 1 P• 187. 
3 J. L. M. Haire, Review of The Person of Christ in New Testament Teach-
ing, by Vincent Taylor, Scottish Journal of Theology, 11 (1958), 302. 
41bi d. , p. 304. Cf. Taylor, PCNTT, p. 295. 
5Fioyd V. Filson, Review of The Person of Christ in New Testament Teach-
ing, by Vincent Taylor, Interpretation, 13 (1959), 110. 
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event in the study of New Testament Christology. "l All this praise was awarded, 
despite Fi I son 1s own reservations concerning Taylor•s rejection of the hypothesis 
2 
of two wi lis within the Person of Christ in favor of the hypothesis of a single wi II. 
Then, a review of strikingly positive appraisal was that of L. A. Garrard. 
He feels that Taylor1s book is worthy to stand right alongside Bousset•s Kyrios 
Christos and Cullmann•s work on Christology. 3 Significantly, Taylor1s kenotic 
Christology appeared to this reviewer to be 11free of some of the more glaring 
difficulties of its classic modern formulations .• A 
These, then, were some of the mixed reaction to The Person of Christ in 
New Testament Teaching. Perhaps, it is too early to look for a well-defined 
pattern of opinion. In any case, the extremes of opinion are evident as also are 
the main lines along which future criticisms wi II likely develop. However, rather 
than take up some of these points of possible vulnerability right now, a more 
advantageous perspective might be established through first making a few comments 
concerning the relationship between Taylor•s work and Professor Cullmann•s suggestive 
Christological endeavor. That brief comparison will provide a better context for 
taking up some of the criticisms mentioned within this section. 
llbid. 21bid. 1 P• 111. 
3L. A. Garrard, Review of The Person of Christ in New Testament Teach-
ing, by Vincent Taylor, Hibbert Journal, 57 (1958-59), 193. 
4[bid. I P• 184. 
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2. Taylor and Cullmann on Christology 
When one compares Taylor's The Person of Christ in New Testament Teach-
ing over against Cullmann•s The Christology of the New Testament, the overall 
impression suggests a surprising degree of unanimity. Of course, there are areas 
on which these two scholars do not agree, but they are far fewer than would be 
. . d 1 1magme • 
The first distinction of some note between the two works is the organization 
of their books. At first glance Cu II mann's strikes the reader as restricted to the 
more closely defined boundaries of New Testament studies, since his is largely 
a treatment of the names and titles of Jesus. However, the point of similarity 
here is that Taylor had already completed his study of The Names of Jesus in a 
separate work; thus, both Cullmann and Taylor came at this topic in a similar 
manner. None the less, it is true that Cullmann does not have an equivalent in 
his work to Taylor's Part II. Cullmann•s restriction is in line with his consistent 
attempt to retain biblical language and Jewish categories. Taylor, on the other 
hand, does not (nor did he in the past) allow his role as a New Testament scholar 
to pigeonhole him to one area only. As, Garrard put it, nor. Taylor refuses to 
think in compartments. n2 Or, as Taylor himself said, when launching into his 
1This is also the opinion of William Neil, "The Person of Christ in the 
New Testament, 11 ET, 73 (1962-63), 40-42. Nei I was encouraged that two scholars 
of different backgrounds, different methods, and through independent study did 
arrive at such positive results and "results which have so much in common" (p. 40). 
2Garrard, Review of The Person of Christ in New Testament Teaching, 
p. 194. 
study of Forgiveness and Reconciliation back in 1940: 
New Testament theology is a legitimate sphere for a 
teacher of the New Testament; and, in his enthusiasm 
for source-criticism, form-criticism, grammar, and 
exegesis, he must never renounce it to the care of any 
one else. 1 
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And renounce it he does not. Furthermore, it would appear that Taylor is some-
what justified in his claim, since it is certainly within the province of systematic 
theologians to call into question his particular formulation of Christo logy, but 
that the New Testament scholar has the right to pursue this to some conclusion 
seems legitimate, since, by the same token, systematic theologians must, if their 
results are not too be wholly derivative, make some attempt to assess the New 
Testament evidence itself; for, as is abundantly evident, the amount of 11assured 
results" for the systematic theologian to build with is lamentably minute. Seen 
from this viewpoint--that of Taylor•s and also the contention of this study--Vincent 
Taylor•s excursion into the fuller implications of the New Testament's teaching 
concerning the Person of Christ, although not shared by Cullmann, is a defensible 
position, regardless of whether or not Taylor•s particular conclusions are themselves 
2 
wholly acceptable. 
1 FR, p. viii. 
2Taylor wrote: J 1The New Testament teacher, in particular, is tempted to 
restrict himself to the problems of text, sources, and exegesis on the ground that 
the history of the doctrine and its religious and philosophical implications are the 
proper concerns of specialists in these fields. Without doubt he must not claim 
to be a specialist in these subjects, but he cannot be said to have pursued his own 
disciplines completely unless he considers how New Testament teaching influenced 
later discussions and how it is related to the thought of to-day. 11 PCNTT, pp. 286-
287. 
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A second point of some difference concerns the view of the Godhead taken 
by these two investigations. Cullmann, in line with his hermeneutic, refuses to 
go beyond the explicit 11doctrine 11 of the New Testament itself, that is, he treats 
the Person of Christ without going into a trinitarian explanation. Whereas 
Cullmann says: 11AII Christology is founded upon the life of Jesus, 111 Taylor 
holds that an adequate conception of Christo logy cannot be formulated, except 
upon trinitarian foundations. 2 This distinction, considered by Taylor to be ex-
tremely important, does not, however, make a great deal of difference in the 
results arrived at by these two scholars. 
Another difference of some significance, but not foundational, is 
Cullmann's determination that the New Testament does occasionally call Jesus 
11 God. n3 Taylor examined the same New Testament evidence and came to the 
opposite conclusion. Thus, since Taylor does not consider that the New Testa-
ment evidence points to that conclusion--Jesus being called God--he contends 
that to do so is to put Christology 11on a slippery slope 11 that may easily lead to, 
but need not, a Sabellianist interpretation of the Person of Christ. 4 
10scar Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament, tr. Shirley C. 
Guthrie and Charles A. M. Hall (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1959), p. 317. 
2
cf. PCNTT, p. 249: 11There is no satisfactory explanation of the Christo logy 
of the New Testament except in a trinitarian context. 11 
3cullmann, The Christology ••• , p. 307. 
4Taylor, 110oes the New Testament Call Jesus God? In p. 118. Perhaps, 
Taylor defines the problem more strictly than does Cullmann. Taylor declared: 
"The question is not whether Jesus is divine, but whether He is actually described 
as Ge.os , and whether we of to-day are justified in speaking of Him as 'God 111 
(p. 116). 
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Furthermore, this same reticence on Taylor's part to call Jesus "God" 
displays itself on a related issue. Taylor is not satisfied with Cullmann's concept 
of Christ being 11 God only in his revelation of himselfl' ("insofern Gott sich im 
Hei lsgeschen offenbartn). 1 While Taylor admits that such a conception does have 
the merit of simplicity, yet nit could be a costly simplicity."2 Taylor contends 
that the danger resides in that, 11 if taken~ pied de~ lettre it suggests inadequate 
solutions of the Christological problem. • • • The language is capable of a 
Sabellian interpretation of Christ's Person, which is far from his intention. "3 
Consequently, Taylor rejects Cullmann's view on the topic and contents himself 
with speaking of Christ's Deity in a less easily misunderstood form. But, he holds 
that, rather than detracting from Christ's essential Deity or "robbing Him of His 
true dignity/this solution actually enhances that Deity, since •rit is of the nature 
of Deity that it can stoop to the depth of man's need to which there is no parallel. ,.4 
Precisely at this point Taylor's kenotic Christology shows through again. 
One point of fundamental difference relates to a basic concept. Just what 
can be said concerning Christology'? Cullmann is adamant: "In the light of the 
New Testament witness, all mere speculation about his natures is an absurdity. 
1
cullmann, The Christology ••• , p. 306,and Die Christologie ••• , 
p. 300. 
2
"Prof. Oscar Cullmann's Die Christologie des Neuen Testaments," p. 140. 
31bid. 
4Taylor, "Does the New Testament Call Jesus God?, 11 p. 118. 
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Functional Christology is the only kind which exists ... l This explains why 
Cullmann restricts himself so closely in the area of Christology. Of course, the 
whole of Taylor's Part II is in variance with that dictum. Taylor, too, insists upon 
the centrality of the Work of Christ, but he, at the same time, contends that, if 
Christ's Person and Work cannot be separated, one must get involved in the confus-
ing streams of Christo logy beyond merely ufunctionaP• Christo logy. 
Other more minor points of disagreement could be mentioned, but they 
are of small moment. Actually, the strongest impression gained from viewing 
these two books together is the large degree of common ground. Taylor and 
Cullmann agree that: {1) Jesus, and not the community, was the source of the 
fusion of the Son of Man concept with that of the Servant; {2) Jesus accepted the 
title of Messiah only with great reluctance, since he rejected the idea of a 
political kingship; (3) Jesus knew himself to be, and spoke of himself as, the Son 
of God in a preeminent sense; and {4) Jesus Christ's Person and Work cannot be 
separated. [n light of these common conclusions, the other differences mentioned 
seem even more insignificant. This conclusion is in line with William Neil's 
study of the Christologies of Taylor and Cullmann, which was cited earlier, and 
it suggests that New Testament studies in the future have in this high degree of 
assent a reasonable working basis for further discussions on the perplexing problems 
lcullmann, The Christology ••• , p. 326. 
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of Christology. 1 
The final outcome, then, of a comparison between Taylor 1s and Cullmann•s 
books on Christology is their basic similarity. It is true, some differences do 
exist, but they are minimal. NeiPs judgment may be right: each is a ••magnum 
2 
opus. 11 In any case, this outstanding example of similarity of results from such 
varied backgrounds and independent research is a refreshing boost to an area so 
often fragmented and chaotic. In the final analysis, whether or not Taylor 1s and 
Cullmann 1s basic interpretation of the New Testament evidence for the doctrine 
of the Person of Christ stands the test of time, one thing is assured. Their com-
bined findings will for some time continue to challenge competing views. The 
outcome may very well be creative and move beyond their findings, but, unti I 
that time arrives, both works bear the manifest signs of substantial contributions 
to New Testament studies and will be focal points for the discussion of Christology 
in the future. 
3. Taylor•s Kenotic Christology 
Taylor•s kenotic Christology begins with the fact of the Incarnation. He 
contends that a genuine lncarnation-- 11The sheer humanity of Jesus is not the fancy 
1An example of this intimate similarity in basic viewpoint is this statement: 
11 He was conscious of fulfilling this double function of the •servant of God• and 
the 1 Son of Man• in the complete and unique oneness with God which he experienced 
continually and in a manner beyond all human possibilities as the •son. 111 Taylor or 
Cullmann? Actually, these are Cullmann 1s words (The Christology ••• , p. 318), 
but they have the familiar ring of many statements cited from Taylor1s works. 
2Nei I, p. 40. 
of a genial liberalism, but the proof of God's grace, the hallmark of divinity, 
and the indispensable basis of salvation. 111 --demands some form of kenoticism. 
Further, it seems that Taylor is fully justified when he decisively concluded: 
11Christology 1 in Short I iS inCUrably kenotic. n2 
If a conjecture may be ventured, it is that Taylor's chastened and 
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purified formulation of kenotic Christology has the potential of becoming a defini-
tive statement of that position for our times and, accordingly, should prove to be 
a significant focal point for future discussions on Christology. This prophecy does 
not intend to validate that position in toto, however, Neil's words to this point 
are reasonable, i. e., that Taylor's presentation of a "modified version of the 
unfashionable Kenotic theory ••• may be the nearest that we shall ever get to 
a solution of the greatest of all mysteries. u3 
Ultimately, one must heartily agree with Taylor that 11We do not first 
discover who Christ is and then believe in Him; we believe in Him and then 
discover who He is. ,A However, in that necessary movement of "faith seeking 
understanding, 11 it is the conclusion of this study that Taylor's efforts in both 
parts of The Person of Christ in New Testament Teaching constitute a probable 
contribution to New Testament studies. And, although it is too soon to trace 
Taylor's possible influence upon unborn works on Christo logy, the relatively 
l DE, p. 38. 2 PCNTT I P· 272. 3Nei I, p. 42. 
4PCNTT, p. 305. Frank Balchin, 11The Person and Work of Christ , 11 
South East Asia Journal of Theology, 1 (1959), 67 on this very point observed: 
11 Here Taylor and Schweitzer, Bultmann and Cullmann, who differ in so much 
else are at one. 11 
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favorable reaction to his refined kenoticism suggests, either that Christology is 
not a topic to raise much discussion on the present New Testament scene, or that 
the excesses of some of kenoticism's faults have been lessened in Taylor's 
presentation and that the passage of time has mellowed some over-reaction to 
kenoti c Christo logy. Furthermore, if with the passage of time Taylor's restatement 
of a kenotic Christology should find increasing acceptance, it could be said that 
the first glimmerings of that breakthrough were already evident in 1963. Thus, 
it is contended here that Taylor's version of kenotic Christology has much to 
commend it, and, whether or not it is accorded increasing assent, his efforts in 
the area of Christology represent a probable contribution to New Testament 
studies currently and in the future. 
CHAPTER VI 
CONCLUSIONS AND APPRECIATION 
A long, difficult, but yet rewarding, task is finished. Wrestling with one 
scholar•s many-sided interests within New Testament studies, which cover a span 
of over forty years, is both challenging and rewarding. Amid the overwhelming 
resources relating to New Testament study, so immense that they figuratively 
threaten to engulf the struggling student, it is heartening to deal in some depth 
with the manner in which Taylor has met those problems and has forged a defensible 
synthesis of thought out of the multitude of problems and probabilities. 
All that remains now is to pull together the many strands of tentative 
conclusions suggested throughout this dissertation. As was stated within 
Chapter I, a conclusive determination of the intrinsic merit or lasting influence 
of Taylor•s possible contributions to New Testament studies does not fall within 
the scope of survey and appra i sa I. 
Concerning Taylor•s biblical methodology, it has been shown that he 
is confident that through critical study of the New Testament a religious person 
may attain a kind of certainty, nMoral Certainty , 11 which is sufficient to live by 
and to build upon. However, for the most part, Taylor•s attention to specifics 
within New Testament studies makes it difficult to set forth in fullness a well-
defined method of biblical hermeneutics. 
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What may be distinctive for Taylor, in view of his wide range of sympathies, 
is his rejection of the seemingly popular trend within theology today, that is, 
revelation in deed only; rather, Taylor contends that propositional revelation is 
not~ priori impossible. This may account for certain tendencies within his critical 
study of the Scripture. It is contended, furthermore, that this study's isolation 
and discussion of ten basic working conclusions (they are labeled here "formative 
conclusions") are integral to an understanding of Taylor's biblical methodology. 
Those formative conclusions are: (1) the historical value of the Gospel tradition, 
(2) the reliability of the MJrkan outline, (3) the creative impetus of Jesus, (4) the 
community's interpretive role in relationship to the primitive tradition, (5) inter-
pretation as not necessarily distortion, (6) the Hebraic background of New Testa-
ment thought and life, (7) the influence of the Old Testament upon the thought 
of Jesus, (8) the indivisibility of the Jesus of history and the Christ of faith, 
(9) the unity of the Person and Work of Christ, and (10) a both-and, realized 
and future, eschatology. Within this complex of interrelated probabilities and 
the far-reaching network of their influences can be seen a distinctive combination 
of working conclusions which are characteristic of Taylor's biblical methodology. 
Indeed, although they do not reduce the complexity of the process by which he 
makes various related decisions, this insight does open an important avenue of 
understanding into his subsequent conclusions. 
Following an interpretive survey of Taylor's published writings, although 
good things could be said concerning the scholarship, balance, and clarity of 
all those works, it was decided that his possible contributions to New Testament 
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studies lay in five subject areas--source criticism, form-criticism, Soteriology, 
life of Jesus research, and Christology. The characteristic emphases of those five 
topic areas, after having been selectively, descriptively, and interpretively 
summarized, were then set within a larger context, also selectively arrived at, 
within New Testament studies. From that attempted comparison and reaction to 
Taylor•s efforts, along with his response, came a series of conclusions. 
The distinctions arrived at by this study revolve around either a possible 
or a probable contribution. A possible contribution is a positive finding, but it 
remains only possible for various reasons. On the other hand, a probable contribu-
tion is the next higher order of appraisal within this study and intimates that the 
degree of actual contribution may be greater in that case, that the areas of 
vulnerability are less, and the degree of acceptance accorded to it is sufficient 
to constitute it as a contribution of reasonable magnitude to New Testament studies. 
The method of tentative appraisal was deserted at only one point within 
this dissertation. That related to Taylor•s The Gospel according to St. fv4.ark, 
which rates as an undoubted contribution. Although he professed that the book 
was not intended to be a definitive commentary, his plan went awry. It is one 
and should be labeled as his magnum opus. By every conceivable criterion, 
Taylor•s commentary on fv4.ark is fit to rank alongside the very best of the past. 
Furthermore, since Taylor•s work is recent and takes up into itself the results of 
the first half of the twentieth century's critical scholarship, it stands in a class 
by itself in its comprehensiveness and usefulness. Someday in the future another1s 
labors on fv4.a rk wi II come a long to set it aside as one of the honored books of the 
past, but that time has not arrived after one decade of usefulness. Because of 
the importance of that effort, Taylor on tv\ark decidedly is and wi II continue 
to be a valued contribution to New Testament studies of immense magnitude. 
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Taylor took up B. H. Streeter's Proto-Luke hypothesis and gave it an 
independent and creative explication. The seeming split within the contemporary 
New Testament scene--the positive and negative critics appear to be about 
evenly divided--suggests that whatever might be Taylor's possible contribution 
to this area within Synoptic criticism remains yet to be decided. But, whether 
or not the ultimate decision of critical opinion is for or against the Proto-Luke 
hypothesis, and even though Streeter not Taylor originally propounded it, it 
would appear justified to conclude that Taylor's valuable amplification of that 
theory and his spirited defense of it throughout the years have established it as 
a live alternative to other explanations of the tv\arkan-lukan puzzle. However, 
the conclusion of this study regarding the merits of the theory itself is less 
definite. As it stands now, the Proto-Luke hypothesis has been explicated as fully 
as one might wish for such a theory, yet, strictly speaking, the verdict on it 
should read 'Not Proved." But, conversely, the negative criticisms of that 
hypothesis have been neither impressive nor systematic. Consequently, since no 
one has attempted a full scale refutation of the Proto-Luke hypothesis, the verdict 
for the negative side should read 1'Not Disproved.,, This finding stands despite 
the contemporary emphasis on the creative activity of the Third Evangelist 
(Redaktionsgeschi chte), which a I so presents a plausible explanation for Luke's 
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peculiarities, but which has largely abandoned struggling with the complexities 
of source criticism. The status of the Proto-Luke hypothesis in 1963, then, would 
appear to be a stalemate. However, because Proto-Luke remains a theory to be 
carefully considered, and because Vincent Taylor has devoted a great deal of 
time and effort to its explication, this area of Taylor's concentration deserves 
the finding of a possible contribution to New Testament studies. 
The topic of the Q hypothesis suggests a positive finding in Taylor's behalf. 
It is contended here that Taylor's work on the original order of Q represents a 
breakthrough in this area of nebulous associations. His labors on the existence 
of the Q document, its order being that of luke, are a contribution toward giving 
some substance to this hypothetical sayings source. Of course, the Q hypothesis 
must always remain a hypothesis. As such, it is incapable of demonstrable proof, 
since it rests upon a prior hypothesis--that Ntatthew and Luke did not read each 
otherrs Gospel. However, Taylor's contribution lies mainly within one aspect 
of the Q hypothesis. In the opinion of this study, Taylor's creative efforts toward 
establishing the original order of Q have advanced that hypothesis to a higher 
degree of probability and is, accordingly, a probable contribution to this area 
of study. 
Taylor's possible contribution to the area of form-criticism is more difficult 
to assess. First of all, Taylor's book, The Formation of the Gospel Tradition, is 
both a survey of Formgeschichte and a presentation of his revised form-critical 
theory and methodology. Regarding Taylor's proposed revisions in theory and 
methodology, this study has shown some degree of Taylor's considerable influence 
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upon English-speaking scholarship, but hardly any influence among the continentals. 
The other aspect of Taylor•s possible contribution to this area resides in the fact 
that he introduced this tool to many students and teachers of the New Testament. 
That influence is very difficult to estimate, especially since some accuse Taylor 
of a basic misunderstanding concerning the purpose and goal of Formgeschichte. 
The contention of this study is that Missverstdndnis does not seem rightly to apply. 
However, Taylor is guilty of a basic disagreement with the pioneers of the form-
critical method over the proper boundaries between form-critical and historical 
decisions. The reaction against the more radical exponents of that method seems 
to have been lessened through Taylor•s constructive determination of stricter limits 
for the form-critical method; that, in itself, is quite a contribution. Furthermore, 
since form-criticism is an extremely useful tool for Gospel criticism, Taylor•s 
early and continued advocacy of its merits has not been without some influence. 
Therefore, although Taylor•s suggested revisions in form-critical theory and 
methodology may be classified as a possible contribution, his influential and 
balanced interpretation of form-criticism at a point early in its influence upon 
English-speaking scholarship constitutes a probable contribution to this newer 
area of Gospel criticism. 
In the area of Soteriology, the occasions of Taylor•s possible contributions 
lie in two related topics. The first concerns the Passion sayings. It would seem 
that Taylor1s spirited defense of their basic authenticity is a minority voice within 
the larger scope of New Testament studies today. However, he has presented a 
defensible way of viewing those sayings which does take into account the validity 
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of all three groups of Son of /W:Jn sayings. In view of the current practice of 
gratuitously dismissing one, two, or even three of those groups, it would appear 
that Taylor•s location of all the Son of lv\an sayings within a Sitz im Leben Jesu 
------
has a relevant role to play in this ongoing discussion. Consequently, even though 
Taylor•s defense of the validity of the Passion sayings does not seem to have had 
much positive influence, it is reasonable to label those efforts as a possible 
contribution. Secondly, Taylor•s statement of a "sacrificial theory 11 of the Atone-
mentis definitely a probable contribution. The sacrificial theory, of course, is 
by no means Taylor•s creation. It is a New Testament theme, but one that came 
to be utilized as a rationale for the death of Christ less and less as time passed. 
Then, following upon the efforts of scholars in comparative religions and of men 
like J. Mcleod Campbell, R. C. Moberly, and James Denney, Taylor•s work, 
rather than reducing the dazzling diversity within Soteriology, has raised that 
New Testament interpretation of Christ's death to a new plateau of influence 
and acceptability. For, while it is probably for the Church 1s own welfare that a 
single explanation of the meaning of Christ•s death has never held undisputed 
sway, the near eclipse for centuries of the sacrificial theory has been strikingly 
reversed. Vincent Taylor•s part in that process is considerable. His lucid and 
attractive explication of that theory, its refinement and establishment along the 
lines of a fully ethical relationship between God and man, and, above all, his 
presentation of the New Testament evidence along those lines--all have given 
momentum to the sacrificial theory's advance to a new position of precision and 
relevance to the contemporary Christian Church. That theory, in turn, has met 
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with a large degree of favorable acceptance and, in good probability, wi II continue 
to gain in influence and move toward the place where it may come to occupy a 
para I lei position to the other three rna jor theories of the Atonement. Admittedly, 
no one theory of the Atonement captures a II the truth resident in the tota I event 
of Jesus Christ; none the less, Taylor1s efforts to restate the sacrificial theory 
with a relevance for the twentieth century have been, in the opinion of this study, 
reasonably successful. Furthermore, it is contended that Taylor 1s probable con-
tribution applies both to those who wrestle with the sacrificial theory and reject 
it and to those who accept it. In an area in which the Church 1s corporate mind 
may never reach uniformity, the sacrificial theory of the Atonement as interpreted 
by Vincent Taylor has been and continues to be a significant and probable con-
tribution to New Testament studies. 
Arising out of this dissertation•s examination of Taylor1s efforts within life 
of Jesus research, and after a cursory attempt to set Taylor•s possible contribution 
within the context of the 11old quest, 11 the 11 no quest," and the 11new quest, 11 the 
finding is that his The Life and Ministry of Jesus has sufficient objectionable 
features--a rationalizing of the nature-miracles, an elaborate psychologizing of 
Jesus • se lf-consdousness (the movement from the corporate to the persona I concept 
of Son of Man), the necessity of inverting the sequence of the Son of Man sayings 
to conform to that scheme, and an overemphasis upon the importance of the 
Mission of the Twelve--to be a questionable contribution to this area. However, 
it is suggested that, even though Taylor•s particular attempt toward a life of Jesus 
left much to be desired, his contribution toward the possibility of such a life, 
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including his vote (of considerable prestige) in favor of the legitimacy of the 
task, does stand as a probable one. His contention that every generation must 
seek to write the life of Jesus again and again, knowing that the task wi II be a 
qualified failure, is reasonable. This studis conclusion, therefore, is that Taylor1s 
probable contribution is his support of the rationale, method, and legitimacy of 
the task itself. This contribution is by no means negligible. It has already exerted 
an influence upon this area of research and, consequently, upon New Testament 
studies as a whole. 
Fine lly, in the area of Christo logy, the conclusion offered by this study 
is highly tentative. For, unlike Taylor•s other areas of endeavor, his work on 
Christology is relatively recent (1958), and the critical backlog necessary to a 
considered judgment concerning his possible contribution is less than desirable. 
Within Taylor•s treatment of Jesus• self-consciousness--he calls it a rroivine 
Consciousness 11--there is a considerable amount of characteristic Taylor thinking; 
however, in most respects, that facet of his Christo logy contains little positive 
advance beyond other discussions a long similar lines. Conversely, Taylor•s 
restatement of a chastened form of kenotic Christology, in light of kenoticism•s 
unfashionable reputation, is the most distinctive feature of his Christology. 
It is his kenotic Christology which commands the basic direction of his thought 
in this area, and in future assessments it will be the issue of kenoticism by which 
Taylor•s work wi II be considered to be truly a contribution or merely a reversion. 
Consequently, despite the proximity of those efforts, one appraisal of considerable 
magnitude is hazarded. It is that Taylor•s kenotic Christology has overcome 
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some of the objectionable features of earlier kenoticism (or, at least, the 
misunderstandings of f.llackintosh 1s and Forsyth•s theories), so that it does present 
a way of viewing the Person of Christ that theology as a whole would do well to 
reconsider. Thus it is suggested that Taylor•s Christological endeavors represent 
a probable contribution to New Testament studies. 
These, then, are the conclusions offered by this dissertation concerning 
Vincent Taylor•s major contributions to New Testament studies. Dr. Taylor is 
still active within New Testament studies, but it is highly doubtful that he will 
materially alter his position in these major areas of concentration; however, 
some room for qualification of such results is required to prevent premature and 
overly dogmatic conclusions, since a considerable amount of time must pass before 
anything like a conclusive judgment upon Taylor•s contributions can be advanced. 
But, if all assessments were to wait for such passage of time, where would be the 
guidance for the present and future? Accordingly, the conclusions arising from 
this study do provide some guidelines for understanding Taylor•s contributions 
to the present scene of New Testament studies and suggest correlations with and 
dissimilarities to other contemporary New Testament scholars. Hopefully this 
study contributes to the ongoing history of the interpretation of the New 
Testament by isolating, interpretively summarizing, and estimating Vincent 
Taylor•s most probable contributions to New Testament studies. 
A final word of appreciation is all that remains. Dr. Taylor is a 
Neutestamentler of the first rank. His learned, sympathetic, and lucid 
investigations of the New Testament have earned him a rightful place among 
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the great New Testament scholars of this or any other era. His has been a 
distinguished career as professor, writer, and churchman. Both the motivation 
with which he labors and the spirit in which he seeks to do justice to the full 
wonder and reality of the Christian faith come through his writings with special 
clarity. It would seem that Dr. Vincent Taylor, in the best sense of those words, 
has not posed as an uimpartia I spectator sensitive to the charge of thinking under 
the sound of Church bells. 11 Truly, he has heard those bells--the Christ of faith 
is not a delusion--and has been loyal to truth. 
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ABSTRACT 
The problem of this dissertation is to survey interpretively Taylor's writings 
concerning the New Testament in order to assess his major contributions to New 
Testament studies. The method of survey and appraisal precludes hazarding a 
premature conclusion as to what may eventually be his most enduring contribution. 
This study is~ pioneering effort. Nothing of a similar nature covering Taylor's 
work is known to exist. It has been undertaken with the permission of Dr. Taylor. 
The method is that of library research. It involves three major stages. 
First, following a sketch of Taylor's professional career (Chapter II), Chapter Ill 
(''Taylor's Biblical Methodology") investigates three of his basic presuppositions--
the relationship of God and history, the nature of the Scriptures, and the goal 
of N. T. study--and ten of his highly characteristic formative conclusions (i. e., 
"interpretation need not imply distortion")• Secondly, Chapter IV surveys Taylor's 
writings in order to establish the areas of his most evident contribution. Thirdly, 
in Chapter V five areas of emphasis--Synoptic criticism, form-criticism, 
Soteriology, life of Jesus research, and Christo logy--are examined over against 
a selectively determined background of contemporary N. T. scholarship. 
Chapter VI summarizes the conclusions of this study. The degree of contribution 
is assessed according to a finding of either a •possiblell! {lower probability 
resulting from more apparent vulnerabilities and less scholarly acceptance) or a 
"probable" contribution. 
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The conclusions are these. (1) Taylor•s commentary on Mark rates as an 
undoubted contribution, since it is a definitive commentary and should be labeled 
as his magnum opus. (2) Within Synoptic criticism there are two areas of emphasis. 
Regarding Taylor•s creative explication of Streeter•s Proto-Luke hypothesis, the 
finding is that in 1963 the issue is stalemated. The verdict of 11 Not Proved~~: 
applies to its propounders as does 11Not Disproved 11 to its critics. On the other 
hand, Taylor 1s labors on the original order of the elusive Q may be viewed as a 
breakthrough and a probable contribution. (3) The formgeschichtliche efforts 
of Taylor are judged from two perspectives. Although his suggested revisions in 
form-critical theory and methodology may be classified as a possible contribution, 
his influential and balanced interpretation of that tool at a point early in its 
influence upon English-speaking scholarship constitutes a probable contribution. 
(4) Taylor 1s work in Soteriology is also twofold. His spirited defense of the 
authenticity of the Passion sayings, treating as valid all three groups of Son of 
lv\an sayings, is a possible contribution. Taylor•s statement of a "sacrificial theory 11 
of the Atonement has advanced that theory to a new position of precision and 
relevance to the contemporary Church and is ~efinitely a probable contribution. 
(5) The area of life of Jesus research suggests a split-finding. Taylor•s 11 1ife 11 
of Jesus is adjudged to be a questionable contribution to this area; but, his 
contribution toward the possibility of such a life, including his vote (of 
considerable prestige) in favor of the legitimacy of the task, stands as a 
probable one. (6) Taylor•s work on Christology is characterized by a chastened 
form of kenotic Christology. It is suggested that Taylor1s statement has overcome 
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some of the objectionable features of earlier kenoticism and presents one way of 
viewing the Person of Christ which theology would do well to reconsider. Hence, 
Taylor•s Christological endeavors represent a probable contribution. 
Dr. Taylor is a New Testament scholar of the first rank. His has been a 
distinguished career as professor, writer, and churchman. /W:Jny teachers and 
students owe a deep debt of gratitude to his careful and lucid investigations of 
the New Testament. 
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